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Abstract 
This study applies a configuration theoretic approach to understand the interplay 
between business strategy and relationship strategy. It is hypothesised that 
business relationships make their greatest contributions to both relationship 
performance and firm performance when the structure of a relationship is 
accurately aligned with the business strategy (i.e. con<iguration model 1) and the 
relationship strategy (i.e. con<iguration model 2) of a focal <irm. The hypotheses are 
tested using four seemingly complementary approaches to fit consisting of profile 
deviation, moderation, mediation, and covariation.  
This study adopts both qualitative interviews and a quantitative survey to address 
the research questions. First, a total of 30 interviews with CEOs and other senior 
marketing managers in the UK and the USA were conducted to develop a new 
typology for relationship strategies (termed resource acquisition strategies). The 
five resource acquisition strategies consist of Money Bonds, New Market Bonds, 
Utilisation Bonds, Intellectual Bonds, and Credibility Bonds. A further quantitative 
pretest, with 311 full time MBA and international executive MBA students at 
Manchester Business School, supported the validity and reliability of this typology. 
To examine the two con<iguration models, a sample of 658 usable responses from 
the US service industries was collected through a web-based survey.  
In the first configuration model, the results of a profile deviation analysis 
confirmed the existence of an ideal relational configuration for each business 
strategy so that the degree of adherence to this ideal profile is significantly and 
positively related to performance variables. Several robustness tests gave further 
confidence to these findings. In addition, while the two neo-classical approaches to 
fit, profile deviation and covariation, were strongly supported, the results only 
loosely supported the operationalisation of fit from the two classical approaches, fit 
as moderation and mediation. In the second configuration model, the results of the 
profile deviation analyses indicated that strategic coalignment between the 
business relationship characteristics and the relationship strategy is a desirable 
property for performance enhancement. Several robustness tests supported this 
finding. Moreover, the results of examining the interplay between business strategy 
and relationship strategy, and linking it to performance, rejected the association 
between the two strategy types, implying that there are several alternative, equally 
effective, routes to success in building relationships.   
This study adds to the body of knowledge via providing sufficient evidence for the 
appropriateness of using configuration theory in the study of relationship 
marketing based phenomena, thus widening the scope of this theory. It also sheds 
new light on our understanding of relationship strategies which is further 
development of the resource-based view and Industrial Marketing and Purchasing 
approach. It contributes to the extant literature by investigating the degree and 
patterns of coalignment between relationship structure and both business strategy 
and relationship strategy. Moreover, juxtaposing alternative forms of fit added 
new insight into the fit methodology literature.  
From a managerial perspective, this study provides specific guidelines to help 
managers design their relationships in ways that are aligned with their strategic 
intent. It also suggests that marketing managers can usefully draw on configuration 
theory and profile deviation approach to optimise their benchmarking decisions.
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
1.1. Research background 
The ever increasing competitiveness of the business world in general, and 
service industries in particular, underscores the importance of building and 
upholding successful business relationships for the survival and performance 
improvement of firms. Understanding business relationships is one of the core 
research foci within the relationship management literature, given that the 
success of the firms in meeting their objectives to a great extent depends on 
how well they are engaged in business relationships with their counterparts 
within the network in which they are embedded. Therefore, relationship 
management which refers to “all marketing activities directed towards 
establishing, developing, and maintaining successful relational exchanges” 
(Morgan and Hunt 1994, p. 22) becomes instrumental in achieving the firms’ 
objectives and hence plays a critical role in <irms’ success. Ford et al. (1998) 
advocated relationship management as the most critical marketing challenge in 
the business-to-business context where, as described by Zolkiewski and 
Turnbull (2002), the market is relatively static and firms often deal with only a 
few counterparts.  
Indeed, research into business relationships has been the focus of much interest 
in the business marketing area for the past few decades. One of the pivotal 
findings resulting from such studies is that the business-to-business 
relationship management literature acknowledges the existence of different 
types of business relationships, stemming from different relationship strategies 
being employed (Anderson and Narus 1990; Cannon and Perreault 1999; Jap 
and Ganesan 2000). Researchers from diverse schools of thought, including the 
Industrial Marketing and Purchasing Group (Ford 1993; Håkansson 1982), the 
Nordic School of Services (Grönroos 1990; Gummesson et al. 1997), and the 
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American Approach (Dwyer et al. 1987; Morgan and Hunt 1994), have tried to 
investigate the nature of these various types of business relationships and 
specifically their impact on firm performance (e.g. Anderson et al. 1994; 
Palmatier et al. 2006), partly from a monadic (i.e. focal firm) perspective, but 
also from a dyadic (i.e. relational) perspective. However, despite the plethora of 
studies on business relationships, the extant literature is limited in at least two 
interrelated ways:  
First, although there have been substantial research efforts on relationship 
marketing as a distinct body of knowledge; there is a dearth of research on the 
interplay between relationship strategies and business level strategies. Despite 
its fundamental importance, the extant literature provides a limited 
explanation of how firms with different business strategies adopt and 
implement different relationship strategies in dealing with their counterparts 
(Ford and Mouzas 2008; Reimann et al. 2010), and how the interplay between 
business strategy and relationship strategy impacts on the performance of the 
firm (Johnson 1999). Thus, it is essential to understand first, how well-
established business relationships are affected by management strategies, and 
secondly how they are related to performance outcomes and consequently lead 
to competitive advantage. It has been argued in the strategy and marketing 
literature that firms need to achieve a fit between their overall strategic intent 
and the configuration of activities they implement (Hill and Birkinshaw 2008; 
Miller 1986; Olson et al. 2005). Likewise, from the business marketing 
perspective, the relationship structure has to fit with the chosen business 
strategy type as well as the relationship strategy type that the firm follows. 
However, with regard to the business-to-business marketing field, as a 
theoretical background and the context for this study, it has to be stressed that, 
until now, no particular research has specifically focused on the fit between 
relationship structure and both business and relationship strategies.  
The second limitation of current research is the absence of a configuration 
theoretic perspective applied to the conceptualisation and hypothesis testing of 
relationship marketing. Although the common proposition among most of the 
relationship marketing literature is that relational efforts generate stronger 
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business relationships, which in turn lead to higher business performance 
(Cannon and Homburg 2001; Fynes et al. 2008; Hewett et al. 2002; Kalwani and 
Narayandas 1995), some studies have identified certain situations in which 
such efforts may have a negative impact on performance (Hibbard et al. 2001a; 
Wulf et al. 2001). Therefore, such findings suggest a contingency perspective, 
that is, they posit that the effect of relational marketing activities on 
relationship performance may vary depending on the specific relationship 
strategy (Alajoutsijärvi et al. 2001).  
Contingency theory is a class of behavioural theory that has roots primarily in 
strategy literature (Donaldson 2001). This theory postulates that there is no 
single organizational structure that is highly effective for all organisations. 
Instead, the optimal structure is contingent (dependent) upon certain factors 
such as organisational strategy (Clegg et al. 1996). Though not always explicitly 
recognised, the contingency approach is inherent in marketing research (e.g. 
Ruekert and Walker 1987; Ruekert et al. 1985). Several recent studies also 
reinforced McKee et al’s (1989) characterisation of contingency approach as a 
fruitful area for further research in the marketing discipline (e.g. Auh and 
Menguc 2009; Flynn et al. 2010; Song et al. 2006).  
However, while the research orientation of marketing scholars is to some extent 
influenced by the contingency view, this approach is already being heavily 
criticised in management and strategy literature as being overly simplistic and 
reductionist in its mode of inquiry that treats the link between the two 
organizational phenomena as unidirectional and linear (Meyer et al. 1993). 
Given the limitations of the contingency approach to look into the complex 
multiple interdependencies among elements of relationship structure, elements 
of relationship strategy, and elements of business strategy, the present study 
applies a configuration theoretic approach to understand the interplay between 
business strategy and relationship strategy. The advantage of this configuration 
theoretic approach is its ability in overcoming the oversimplification problem of 
the contingency approach by allowing researchers to examine complicated and 
interrelated relationships among many multidimensional constructs of interest.  
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The configuration perspective builds on the historical roots of contingency 
theory and organisational analysis1, demonstrating that attributes of structures, 
strategies, technologies, and environments interact to restrict the range of 
viable organisational forms (Meyer et al. 1993). The main focus of 
configurational research is on firms that share key underlying organisational 
characteristics, such as strategies and structures (Meyer et al. 1993). In the 
strategy and management literature, this theory is used to understand how a 
firm’s organizational structure is related to its strategic intent (Hult et al. 2006). 
The theory posits that for every given strategic settings, there exist a small 
number of ‘organizational configurations’ that fit better than others and thus 
yield superior performance (Miller 1987; Van de Ven and Drazin 1985). 
It is particularly noteworthy that despite the critical importance and significant 
contribution of the configuration theoretic approach to the pertinent body of 
knowledge, no study has yet reported a configuration assessment of business 
relationships’ fit with business strategy, or presented the implications of the 
confluence of business relationships with relationship strategies (Zaefarian et 
al. 2010b). However, it has to be mentioned that configuration theory has 
recently been used in the general marketing literature (e.g. Bensaou and 
Venkatraman 1995; Kabadayi et al. 2007; Olson et al. 2005; Vorhies and 
Morgan 2003). Although Bensaou and Venkatraman (1995) studied the 
configurations of interorganisational relationships, their conceptual model is 
merely “based on the fit between information processing needs and information 
processing capabilities” (p. 1471). As such their view on business relationships 
is limited to the exchange of information. 
In their study, Kabadayi et al. (2007) focused on a configuration theory-based 
performance assessment of multiple channel systems. In addition to the fact 
that it focuses solely on distribution channels, their study is also limited from 
the perspective that they focus heavily on environmental factors in typifying 
alternative channel structures. They clearly admitted that future research 
could improve the understanding of channel structures by incorporating 
                                                        
1
 The differences between contingency theory and configuration theory are discussed in Chapter 3 
Section 3.2.6. 
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additional dimensions into the analysis. 
Olson et al. (2005) and Vorhies and Morgan (2003) merely examined internal 
organisational characteristics in consumer markets. However, the present 
study makes a clear advance on the extant literature by applying the concept of 
configuration theory to the business marketing context, specifically to 
understanding relational marketing activities and their interactions with the 
different strategic aims of a firm. The point of departure for this research is 
that configuration theory in this study is characterised by a holistic view 
whereby business performance is simultaneously linked with business 
strategy, relationship strategy, and relationship structure. This study builds on 
the core logic of the configuration theory which asserts that firms with 
superior performance have more coherent structural (organisational) 
characteristics than those with lower performance (Child 1975). As such, this 
study analyses the coherence of organisational structures and characteristics 
aimed at business relationship management, vis-à-vis different business 
strategies and relationship strategies, thereby emulating and contributing to 
the existing literature on configurations in the strategy area (e.g. Miller et al. 
1988; Venkatraman and Prescott 1990).  
Furthermore, such an analysis, which focuses on how best to leverage or 
enforce relationship characteristics in ways that enable the implementation of 
specific strategy types (Hughes and Morgan 2008) and on assessing the impact 
of such a Gestalt perspective on the firm’s performance as well as its 
relationship performance (Vorhies and Morgan 2003), provides direct 
implications regarding the management of business relationships (Håkansson 
and Snehota 1989). Such insight directly contributes to the understanding of 
boundary conditions for the implementation of relational marketing activities 
by firms, a topic which is of pivotal importance in research on marketing 
(Berry 1995; Day 2000). It also adds to the body of knowledge about why some 
firms outperform others, a key issue for researchers and managers alike (Hult 
et al. 2006). 
In addition to the significant contributions of this research mentioned above, 
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the use of a configuration theoretic approach provides two further beneficial 
sub-contributions to this study. First, if the strategic configuration of 
relationship structure is a reflection of the internal pattern of the 
interconnected characteristics of business relationships, it makes sense to 
expect that this pattern will be dissimilar across firms with different business 
strategies. The opposite view would imply that there is one and only one 
optimal relationship configuration independent from any other strategic 
decision (e.g. strategy type) that is highly effective for all organisations 
irrespective of any other internal or external factors. However, if the 
characteristics of business relationships are viewed as a parsimonious 
representation of the management of the business relationships, the pertinent 
literature fails to identify and provide ideal (i.e. optimum) patterns of 
relationship characteristics coalignment. This is considered to be an additional 
limitation of the extant literature. The use of the configuration theoretic 
approach would enable this study to address this gap by providing answers to 
two questions. These are first, what combinations of relationship structure and 
business level strategy are likely to distinguish successful business 
relationships with high level of performance from those with low performance? 
Secondly, what combinations of relationship structure and relationship 
strategy are likely to distinguish successful business relationships with high 
level of performance from those with low performance? 
Second, a fundamental prerequisite of adopting the configuration theoretic 
approach is to bring into play a typology for the study of business level strategy 
and a typology for the study of relationship strategy.  The strategy literature in 
this regard is well developed and has put forward several well-established 
typologies for the study of business strategy. However, although relationship 
marketing acknowledges the existence of several potential alternative 
relationship strategies, which represent the strategic intent behind a 
company’s engagement in relational marketing activities, a thorough review of 
the pertinent literature revealed that the notion of relationship strategy has 
received only scant attention from researchers. The reason for such a claim is 
the lack of a managerially meaningful and academically rigorous typology for 
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business relationship strategies, which is another limitation of the existing 
research. Consequently, this study also aimed at developing a new typology for 
the study of relationship strategy, which is considered to be a sub-contribution 
of this research. 
1.2. Research objectives 
Against this background, the aims of this study are four-fold. The first objective 
is to understand the interplay between business strategy and relationship 
strategy and to explain how business relationships are affected by the strategy 
factor. Therefore, the main objective of this research is to examine the fit 
between relationship structures, on the one hand, and both the business 
strategy and relationship strategies, on the other. Linking these configuration 
models to performance outcome helps to develop an understanding of how a 
firm’s performance is dependent upon both its business relationship strategy 
and its business strategy. In addition, the use of configuration theory would 
help to identify typical configurations of business relationships (i.e. optimum 
combination of relationship structure and both business and relationship 
strategies) that work better with certain strategic intents (both business 
strategy and relationship strategy).  
The prerequisite for fulfilling this research objective is to identify different 
business relationship strategies, which is considered as the second objective of 
this research. Thus, this study is designed to develop a new typology of 
business relationship strategies through an in-depth review of pertinent 
literature and in-depth interviews with key informants from a number of firms 
in service industries. This forms the second objective. The work of Turnbull et 
al. (1996) provides a strong theoretical basis for developing such a typology. 
This typology is used to form a configuration model aimed at examining the fit 
between relationship structure and relationship strategies.  
The third objective is to further study the notion of equifinality. While several 
scholars, including Ketchen et al. (1997), have demonstrated that configuration 
is linked to performance, the relevant question in this study concerns the 
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existence of the notion of equifinality (Doty et al. 1993; Gresov and Drazin 
1997). Equifinality refers to the state of achieving a high level of performance 
through multiple, equally effective routes (i.e. organisational forms or 
configurations) (Payne 2006). Therefore, one objective of this study is to 
examine whether there is an association between business strategy and 
relationship strategy. In relation to this, the study will explore whether there 
are some preferred business strategies or relationship strategies that work 
better than others.  
The concept of fit itself is another important issue in this study. As far as the 
pertinent literature goes, there are several ways of measuring fit that have 
specific implications for how the relationships among constructs are 
conceptualised (Van de Ven and Drazin 1985; Venkatraman 1989). Since it is 
theoretically possible to apply four different methods of fit that have 
performance implications (e.g. fit as moderation, fit as mediation, fit as co-
variation, and fit as profile deviation), the fourth objective of this research is to 
assess these methods and compare their outcomes. 
In summary, the main objectives of this study can be outlined as follow: 
1. To investigate the fit between relationship structure (i.e. business 
relationship characteristics) on the one hand and both business strategy 
and relationship strategy types on the other, and assess performance 
implications.  
2. To develop a new typology for the study of business relationship 
strategy, through in-depth interviews, which is the qualitative part of 
this research. 
3. To explore the equifinality of (and the association between) different 
business strategies and alternative relationship strategies in  focal firms. 
4. The methodological juxtaposition of different fit operationalisations. 
1.3. Research questions 
The previous section introduced the research objectives. These objectives are 
the general guiding aims. However, this section introduces the research 
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questions, which are more specific operationalisations of the abovementioned 
objectives. Based on the outlined gaps in the pertinent literature, this study 
aims to add to the body of knowledge on business marketing by addressing the 
following questions: 
1. How does the confluence of relationship characteristics and business 
strategy types relate to relationship performance and firm performance?  
2. How does the confluence of relationship characteristics and relationship 
strategy types link to relationship performance and firm performance?  
These two research questions aim to fulfil the first research objective. In order 
to answer this second question, it is necessary to initially answer the following 
question: 
2.1. What are the different relationship strategies?  
This research question aims to fulfil the second research objective. The first two 
questions also give rise to the following questions: 
2.2. What is the association between business strategy and 
relationship strategy? (This research question aims to fulfil the 
third research objective.) 
2.3. What is the pattern of ideal coalignment of relationship 
characteristics for a given business strategy type? (This research 
question aims to fulfil the first research objective.) 
2.4. What is the pattern of ideal coalignment of relationship 
characteristics for a given relationship strategy type? (This 
research question aims to fulfil the first research objective.) 
Furthermore, given that there are several alternative forms of assessing fit, the 
last question to be answered in this research is: 
3. Are the results consistent across four seemingly complementary 
perspectives of statistical modelling? This research question aims to 
fulfil the fourth research objective. 
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1.4. Structure of the thesis 
As illustrated in Figure 1.1, the structure of this thesis is organised as follows. 
Chapter 2 provides a comprehensive review of the pertinent literature on 
business-to-business relationships. Three major relationship-based theories 
and two network approaches are reviewed in this chapter. As part of the 
literature review, Chapter 3 introduces con<iguration theory and the concept of 
fit, and provides a meta-analysis of 50 seminal con<igurational studies. Chapter 
4 establishes the dimensions of con<iguration; these consist of business 
strategy, relationship strategy, relationship characteristics, and performance. 
Following this, the first configuration model is proposed and corresponding 
hypotheses are suggested.  
Given the lack of an appropriate typology for relationship strategies, Chapter 5 
begins by elaborating on the qualitative interviews conducted to develop a new 
typology for relationship strategies. Next in this chapter, discussion moves on 
to quantitatively validating the developed typology using the data collected 
from full time MBA and international executive MBA students at the 
Manchester Business School. On the basis of this typology, the second 
configuration model is proposed and pertinent hypotheses are introduced.  
Chapter 6 describes the research method, the measures for the constructs and 
the procedure taken to pretest the measurement item. In addition, this chapter 
introduces the sampling and the process involved in collecting the survey data, 
which is followed by a brief description of the survey responses. Chapter 7 is 
devoted to the analysis of the data, which entails the detailed steps taken to 
test various biases, validate the measurement model, and examine the two 
configuration models and the association hypothesis. The first configuration 
model is tested using four seemingly complementary perspectives of statistical 
modelling whereas, for parsimony reasons, the second configuration model is 
tested merely based on the widely accepted method of fit, fit as profile 
deviation.  
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Figure 1.1: Structure of thesis 
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Chapter 8 is dedicated to the discussion of the results of the two con<iguration 
models. Furthermore, the juxtaposition of different fit specifications is 
discussed here. The thesis is concluded in Chapter 9, with an outline of the key 
findings of this research, underlining its key theoretical and methodological 
contributions, highlighting managerial implications, elaborating on its 
limitations and suggesting several directions for future research. 
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This is that part of the earlier <igure 1.1 that is being addressed in the 
forthcoming chapter.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
2.1. Introduction 
This chapter is dedicated to the review of a large body of literature on business 
relationships. The discussion in this chapter starts by describing the evolving 
view on relationships throughout the last century. This comprises the 
transactional view of relationship, which was the dominant view for the first 
half of the century; the relational exchange view; and more recently the 
relationship marketing and network approach to the study of business 
relationships.  
Following on from that, the relational view of marketing is compared to the 
traditional transaction view and from this the notion of relationship marketing 
is explained. In this part, I have comprehensively reviewed the literature on 
relationship marketing, its fragmented definitions and alternative 
classifications. Based on this review, I have clarified the definition of 
relationship marketing relevant to this study and also identified the major 
discipline that this study falls into. In addition, I have also introduced two 
salient schools of thought in the study of relationship marketing (i.e. the Nordic 
and American schools of thought) from a managerial perspective.  
Next, I move on to explaining three major relationship-based theories that 
inform this study, namely transaction cost economics, social/relational 
exchange theory, and resource dependence theory. I scrutinise these theories, 
their advantages and strengths as well as their deficiencies. Moreover, I present 
the network approaches in the study of business relationships. More 
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specifically, I examine the interaction approach and the industrial network 
approach.  
After this discussion, I stress the importance of the portfolio approach and key 
account approach in the study of business relationships. I have provided several 
reasons why this study should consider the portfolio of most important 
business relationships rather than focusing on an individual dyadic 
relationship.  
Finally I summarise this chapter by explaining how each of these theoretical 
backgrounds has informed this study.  
2.2. Business Relationships  
The idea of satisfying customers’ needs to gain loyalty was not unknown to the 
earliest merchants (Berry 1995). However, marketing as a separate discipline 
was conceived around the beginning of the twentieth century (Sheth and 
Parvatiyar 1995a). For more than half a century the main emphasis of 
marketing was on managing transactions and exchanges with particular 
attention being paid to attracting new customers (Berry 1995).  
In their discussion on reconceptualising marketing orientation, Kotler and Levy 
(1969) stressed the importance of exchange relationships as an emerging 
marketing discipline in studying marketing organisation. Although their new 
definition of marketing was challenged by others (e.g. Luck 1969), nevertheless 
their view on exchange relationships became the focus of academic research 
(Ferner 1970; Kotler 1972; Kotler and Zaltman 1971). The emphasis on 
relational exchange as opposed to transactional exchange redefined the concept 
of buyer-seller relationships (Sheth et al. 1988). Hunt (1983, p. 9) concludes 
that “… the primary focus of marketing is the exchange relationship”. Bagozzi 
(1974) more explicitly emphasises the notion of exchange. The exchange 
concept in his theory “… is a key factor in understanding the expanding role of 
marketing” (Bagozzi 1975, p. 32).  
The concept of exchange relationship is challenged by different scholars 
particularly from the work of the IMP Group (Håkansson 1982). The new 
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approach, while preserving the traditional view of business relationships (i.e. 
exchange of products and services in return for money) put the emphasis on the 
interactive aspect of buyer-seller relationships (Ford 1990; Ford 1993; 
Håkansson and Snehota 1995a). From this perspective, relationships are more 
than a typical transaction that entails the usual bidding procedure in which 
interested suppliers compete for winning a contract (Cannon and Homburg 
2001; Kalwani and Narayandas 1995). Indeed, at its basic level, it involves 
social interactions. Håkansson and Snehota (1995a, p. 25) define business 
relationships as “mutually oriented interaction(s) between two reciprocally 
committed parties”. Interaction in their view is not just limited to social aspects 
but literally involves any form of interaction including social ones. In addition, 
this definition of buyer-seller relationships also holds the notion of 
interdependency in itself that could not be explained by exchange relationships 
(Håkansson and Snehota 1995c). However these buyer-seller relationships only 
occur between two ‘active’ parties (Ford 1980).  
Despite its intuitive appeal, the notion of business relationships is hard to grasp. 
This notion has rarely been explicitly defined in the marketing literature 
(Halinen 1997). Business relationships are a common form of organising 
economic exchange of products and/or services between buyers and sellers 
(Halinen 1997). In an attempt to define the notion of a relationship, Donaldson 
and O’Toole (2007, p. 7) argue that “interactions between parties over time are 
considered relationships”. While, in this definition, the frequent occurrence of 
exchange between parties is the building block of relationships, the emphasis is 
on the repeatability of exchange with established partners over time rather 
than with a new partner for each transaction.  
For many decades, the long-term aspect of relationships has been neglected in 
marketing research (Möller and Halinen 2000; Morgan and Hunt 1994). The 
interest in long-term relationships with buyers first appeared in the work of 
marketing researchers (e.g. Arndt 1979). This concept has become increasingly 
appealing to other areas of the marketing discipline including the Industrial 
Marketing and Purchasing (hereafter IMP) Group (Håkansson 1982), consumer 
marketing (Dwyer et al. 1987) and channel relationships (Frazier 1983b). 
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Managing long-term relationships requires firms to realise the mutual 
importance of the relationship between them (Gummesson 1987). Therefore in 
business markets the long-term stage “is reached after large-scale deliveries of 
continuously purchased products have occurred or after several purchases of 
major unit products” (Ford 1980, p. 347). The relationship marketing literature 
claims that interfirm relationships, typically between buyers and sellers, have 
taken on a long-term orientation (Dabholkar et al. 1994).  
2.3. Transactional versus relational exchange 
In an attempt to distinguish between transactional and relational exchange 
relationships, Jackson (1985) separated two simplified extreme possible 
behaviours in the occurrence of transactions by customers. These are called the 
‘always-a-share model’ and ‘lost-for-good model’. The former assumes that 
customers easily switch between sellers, sharing their patronage among 
vendors. In contrast, the latter assumes that a customer is always committed to 
only one vendor. Hence she suggested that in building customer relationships 
that last, firms should consider patterns of customers’ orientation towards 
relationships. Furthermore, this study is among the first to implicitly discuss 
the application of transactional and relational marketing (Garbarino and 
Johnson 1999).  
Following her rudimentary premise, some researchers developed this idea 
further and suggested studying relationships on a continuum of transactional to 
collaborative/relational exchanges (Anderson and Narus 1991; Dwyer et al. 
1987; Frazier et al. 1988). Anderson and Narus (1991) argued that although 
each single relationship can occupy a point on the continuum, each marketplace 
and/or industry is characterised as a range of relationships, the so called 
‘industry bandwidth’ that varies by industry. Therefore it is possible that the 
most collaborative relationship in one industry might be more transactional 
than the most transactional relationship in another industry (Figure 2.1). Since 
firms are simultaneously involved in business with different markets, 
companies should consider both transactional and collaborative marketing in 
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managing their relationships with customers, because partnerships may not be 
in the best interest of some customers.  
Dwyer et al. (1987) also applied the ‘transactional to relational exchange 
continuum’ to their study, which was based on the provocative work of Macneil 
(1980) on contract law to outline a five-phase model for developing buyer-
seller relationships. Their influential work has become an inspiration for many 
other researchers (Doney and Cannon 1997; Garbarino and Johnson 1999; 
Mohr and Spekman 1994).  
Figure 2.1: Transactional and collaborative relationships 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Anderson and Narus (1991) 
Adapted from Jackson (1985), Donaldson and O’Toole (2007) also developed a 
‘behavioural spectrum of relationships’ (Figure 2.2) which is based on the 
frequency of exchange between parties. They mapped business relationships on 
a spectrum with a one-off transaction on one end and long-term relationships of 
major importance on the other. 
Figure 2.2: Behavioural spectrum of relationships 
 
 
 
Source: Donaldson and O'Toole (2007) 
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In this spectrum, the transaction-based approach appeals to products of low 
value. The buyers’ primary concern is price and thus they easily switch between 
suppliers. As such it commands little integration between seller and buyer 
(Donaldson and O'Toole 2007). Such exchange (of a tangible good) in a single 
transaction setting is the main focus of personal selling research (Crosby et al. 
1990). On the other hand, relational exchange relationship is more long-term 
oriented and is based on mutual commitment and is less price-driven (Halinen 
1997).  
To clarify my standpoint, in this research I only focus on business relationships 
from the relational perspective. A “business relationship” in this thesis is defined 
as the interaction between two parties over time, which is based on mutual 
benefits.   
2.4. Relationship Marketing 
There are different perceptions of relationship marketing (Gummesson 1994, P. 
7) and thus existing definitions are fragmented. Furthermore, in the marketing 
literature, the term ‘relationship marketing’ and ‘relationship exchange’ have 
been used interchangeably (Blois 1998, P. 261), which often leads to the 
assumption that these terms are equivalent.  
The relational view of business exchange relationships between buyers and 
sellers has gradually become the focus of discussion in mainstream marketing 
management literature. The terminology ‘relationship marketing’ is originally 
attributed to Berry (1983), but recognition of the need to market to existing 
customers appeared earlier (Berry 2002). For instance, several authors have 
discussed the impact of improving the performance of service personel on 
retaining customers (George 1977; Grönroos 1981). Ryans and Wittink (1977) 
emphasised the importance of customer loyalty and Levitt (1981) emphasised 
the need for firms that market intangible products to engage in constant 
reselling efforts.  
Möller and Halinen (2000) proposed that discussion of relationship marketing 
primarily has roots in business marketing (interaction and networks), 
 35 
marketing channels, service marketing, and database marketing and direct 
marketing. The prospect of relationship marketing is discussed from the 
standpoint of the each of these aforementioned roots.  
Industrial marketing as well as channel marketing researchers have studied 
business relationships between buyer and seller from a dyadic perspective (e.g. 
Bonoma and Johnston 1978; Frazier 1983b). Compared to the transactional 
view of exchange, the industrial marketing approach was based on relational 
exchange and the work of IMP Group was based on interaction between parties. 
Examples of seminal research on industrial relationships by the IMP Group 
include Ford (1990) and Håkansson (1982); examples of influential research on 
channel marketing include Anderson and Narus (1984) and Heide and John 
(1990; 1992); and examples of research on networks of relationships include 
Mattsson (1987), Axelsson and Easton (1992), Anderson et al. (1994), and 
Håkansson and Snehota (1995b).  
In an attempt to redefine the old concept of marketing, Gummesson (1987, p. 
11) stresses the notion of interactive and long-term relationship. He argued 
that:  
“Marketing can be seen as relationship management: creating, developing, 
and maintaining a network in which the firm thrives”.  
In his view, relationship marketing is based on interaction between both parties 
involved in a relationship and it requires time to develop and maintain. Thus he 
describes relationship marketing as long-term interactions between the parties 
involved.  
Researchers from the service marketing discipline also raised concerns 
regarding the limitations of marketing mix in modelling and explaining the 
evolution and management of service-provider-customer relationships. These 
researchers argued that consumers’ satisfaction is primarily attributed to the 
interaction between personnel and consumers. In his influential work, Berry 
discussed examples of relationship strategies and defined relationship 
marketing as a strategy for:  
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“attracting, maintaining and -in multi-service organizations- enhancing 
customer relationships” (Berry 1983, p. 25).  
From his perspective, the main focus of relationship marketing is on 
establishing and maintaining relationships with customers and other partners. 
Building on this definition of relationship marketing, Berry and Parasuraman 
(1991, p. 133) describe relationship marketing as:  
“attracting, developing, and retaining customer relationships”. 
In his definition of relationship marketing, Grönroos (1978, p. 5) emphasises 
that:  
“Marketing is to establish, maintain, enhance and commercialize customer 
relationships (often but not necessarily always long term relationships) so 
that the objectives of the parties involved are met. This is done by a mutual 
exchange and fulfilment of promises”.  
Morgan and Hunt (1994) argue that, conspicuously, all these definitions are 
missing the point that not all relationships necessarily have a customer on one 
side of the relational exchange. Therefore they propose a general definition of 
relationship marketing that covers different forms of relational exchange. 
Relationship marketing in their definition refers to: 
“all marketing activities directed toward establishing, developing, and 
maintaining successful relational exchanges” (Morgan and Hunt 1994, p. 22). 
Within consumer behaviour, the emphasis on customer loyalty from the 
relational exchange perspective can be traced back to the early work of Howard 
and Sheth (1969) on buying behaviour theory (Sheth and Parvatiyar 1995b). In 
their discussion on antecedents and consequences of relationship marketing, 
Sheth and Parvatiyar (1995a) argued that the exchange paradigm cannot 
explain the continuous nature of relationship between buyer and seller. Thus 
they called for a change in the paradigm of marketing theory. Reconceptualising 
the exchange paradigm, they suggested that the new theory should focus on 
value creation and on relationship engagement process rather than on 
exchange outcomes.  
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In addition, along with the development of information technology since the 
mid 1980s, a new disciple in the marketing research <ield was created. This so-
called practice-based direct marketing approach primarily deals with the 
application of information technology and databases in managing customer 
relationships (e.g. McKenna 1991; Pine et al. 1995; Shaw and Stone 1988).  
The enthusiastic attention paid to the importance of relationship marketing has 
resulted in several special issues of journals including the Journal of the 
Academy of Marketing Science (1995), the European Journal of Marketing 
(1996), and the Journal of Marketing Management (1997). The conclusion of 
these examples of research called for a new approach in marketing. This 
emerging concept has been described as ‘major directional change in both 
marketing theory and practice’ (Morgan and Hunt 1994, p. 20) and as 
‘fundamental reshaping of the field’ (Webster 1992, p. 1). The concept of 
relationship marketing has encompassed several areas of marketing including 
relational contracting (Macneil 1980), relational interorganisational 
partnerships (Dwyer et al. 1987) working partnerships between distributor and 
manufacturer firms (Anderson and Narus 1990), distribution and channel 
relationships (Boyle et al. 1992; Ganesan 1994; Siguaw et al. 1998), service 
marketing (Berry 1995; Crosby et al. 1990; Crosby and Stephens 1987), and 
strategic alliances (Day 1990; Heide and John 1990).  
Several authors have hailed this emerging concept as a new paradigm of 
marketing (Nevin 1995; Parvatiyar et al. 1992; Sheth and Parvatiyar 1995a) 
and thus it requires new theory and language (Anderson et al. 1994). Grönroos 
(1994) argued that this new approach will not have the harmful impacts of the 
marketing mix paradigm and the four Ps model. Sheth and Parvatiyar (1995a; 
1995b) contend that the relational view of the buyer-seller relationship is 
associated with the return of direct marketing. They believe that relationship 
marketing will introduce a ‘refreshed and expanded self concept’ to marketing 
(1995a, p. 398). Some researchers even developed new theories for efficiently 
managing business relationships (e.g. Heide and John 1992; Morgan and Hunt 
1994).  
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Within the last two decades of the twentieth century, many researchers have 
emphasised the importance of relationship marketing. Yet the original work of 
the IMP Group (Ford 1990; Håkansson 1982) is one of the few empirical studies 
that exhaustively explain the evolution of buyer-seller relationships over time 
(Narayandas and Rangan 2004; Wilson 1995).  
Building on Morgan and Hunt’s (1994) definition of relationship marketing, this 
study considers relationship marketing as all marketing activities that are aimed 
at establishing, developing, and maintaining successful long-lasting relationships.  
2.5. Classi2ications of relationship marketing 
There are several classifications of relationship marketing. Brodie et al. (1997) 
identified four major applications for relationship marketing based on their 
review of literature on services, interaction, channels and networks. These 
applications comprise technological tool; customer retention; customer 
partnering; and ‘catch-all’, which refers to any possible use of relationship 
marketing (Coviello and Broadie 1998; Coviello et al. 1997). Based on these 
applications, Brodie et al. (1997) introduced three types of relationship 
marketing activity including database, interaction, and network marketing. 
From their point of view, database marketing is mainly focused on customer 
retention; interaction marketing focuses on interaction between individuals 
and finally network marketing focuses on coordination between firms in a 
network (Coviello et al. 2002).  
Eiriz and Wilson (2006) also introduced their classification of relationship 
marketing that includes database and interactive marketing; services 
marketing; supply chain and channel management; and the interaction and 
network approach. They argued that channel management and the network 
approach mainly focus on interorganisational relationships and suggested 
further study on the rationale, processes and structures involved in relationship 
marketing. Möller and Halinen (2000; 1999) comprehensively reviewed the 
extensive literature on four marketing research traditions that had had a major 
in<luence in the development of relationship marketing. Table 2.1 provides a 
condensed comparison of these research approaches pertaining to evolution of 
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marketing exchange relationships. Although this table is the outcome of 
analysing some of the most influential works on relationship marketing 
literature, the authors admitted that capturing the basic themes of each root 
discipline to a great extent involves generalisation and over-simplification 
(Möller and Halinen 2000).  
Table 2.1: Comparison matrix of four fundamental research approaches pertaining to 
relationship marketing 
Research Tradition 
Characteristics 
 Database and 
Direct 
Marketing 
Service 
Marketing 
Channel 
Relationships 
Business 
Marketing: 
Interaction and 
Networks 
Basic Goals 
Enhance 
marketing 
efficiency 
through better 
targeting of 
marketing 
activities. 
Explain and 
understand 
services 
management 
and services 
marketing 
relationships. 
Explain governance 
structures and 
dyadic behaviour in 
the channel context. 
Understand and 
explain the 
functioning of 
business markets 
from the 
perspective of 
interactive buyer-
seller relationships 
and related 
networks. 
View of 
relationship 
Organization-
personal 
customer 
relationships, 
often distant, and 
generally 
comprising 
discrete 
transactions over 
time, handled 
through 
customised mass 
communication.  
Service 
personnel-
personal 
customer 
relationships. 
Focus on 
relationship 
life cycle.  
Interorganisational 
business 
relationships based 
on economic 
exchange and social 
factors. Actors 
depend on each 
other and behave 
reciprocally. 
Relationships exist 
between different 
types of actors, 
who exchange all 
kinds of resources. 
Relationships are 
seen as vehicles for 
accessing and 
controlling 
resources, and 
creating new 
resources. 
Topic/Concepts 
Important for 
RM 
Customer 
retention, share 
of customer, 
database for 
managing direct 
communications
, integrated use 
of channels. 
Service 
encounter, 
experience 
and 
expectations, 
service and 
relationship 
quality, 
lifetime value 
of customer. 
Use of power and 
conflict behaviour, 
interdependence, 
goal congruity, 
decision domains, 
transaction specific 
investment, 
switching costs, 
dyadic governance, 
communication.  
Interaction 
processes, 
adaptation and 
investments in 
relationships, actor 
bonds, resource 
ties, activity links, 
networks of 
relationships, 
network dynamics 
and embeddedness. 
Source: adapted from Möller and Halinen (2000, p. 36 - 37) 
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Direct marketing can best be described as practice based marketing. This 
approach to marketing mostly emphasises communications. Although the 
intention is to build long-term relationships, the focus is merely on profitability 
and loyalty of customers.  
The focus of the service marketing tradition is on the relationship between 
service company personnel and their customers. The basic assumption of this 
tradition is that service quality has a direct impact on satisfaction, customer 
loyalty, and customer profitability (Helgesen 2006). This tradition assumes that 
customers can easily switch service providers and thus the company personnel 
should be the active party in the relationship.  
The channel marketing tradition has been studied both from the transactional 
exchange perspective (Heide and John 1990; Heide and John 1992) and the 
relational and social exchange perspective (Anderson and Narus 1984; 
Anderson and Narus 1990). This tradition focuses on efficiency of business-to-
business relationships, particularly from the economic exchange perspective. 
Business relationships are characterised as highly interdependent and 
reciprocal (Möller and Halinen 2000).  
Finally, within the interaction and network tradition the emphasis is on the 
notions of actors, interactions, networks and resources. The goals of this 
tradition are three-fold. Firstly, this tradition studies the evolution of 
relationships between organizations at a dyadic level in a network context 
(Möller and Halinen 2000). Secondly, it aims at studying how actors develop a 
set of relationship nets. From this vantage point, interactions are means to 
access and/or control resources. These resources are not merely goods, but 
literally anything of potential importance for the firm that could be exchanged 
through interactive relationships. The heterogeneity of resources and 
interdependency of active parties make the substitution of a party relatively 
difficult. Finally, it aims at studying how markets grow and work from a 
network perspective.  
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These traditions are different in nature, in their goals, their type of dependency 
and their view of relationship marketing. One simple, yet very important 
approach in categorising extensive research is to consider the unit of analysis. 
While direct marketing and service marketing are focusing on company-
consumer relationships, the focus of channel marketing and business marketing 
is on interorganisational relationships.  
Mattsson (1997) categorises these traditions into two major groups. One group 
involves markets-as-networks or, in brief, a network approach and the second 
group comprises all other streams of research in relationship marketing. This 
classification of relationship marketing traditions emphasises the emerging 
network-based view of interorganisational relationships.  
It has to be noted that this research, however, focuses on interorganisational 
relationships and more precisely it will only focus on the business marketing 
tradition.  
Furthermore, while the interaction and network tradition focuses on explaining 
business relationships in industrial marketing settings, relationship marketing 
focuses on the focal firm’s view of relationships. As such it aims at studying the 
factors that have an impact on managing relationships.  
The present study benefits from the advantages of both approaches (i.e. 
relationship marketing approach and interaction and network approach).  
2.6. Managerial views of relationship marketing 
There are currently two main common managerial views on relationship 
marketing. These are the Nordic service school and the American school.  
2.6.1. Nordic service school  
The Nordic view emerged from the works of Grönroos and Gummesson 
(Grönroos 1981; Grönroos 1978; Gummesson 1987). This view of relationship 
marketing is mainly focused on services marketing (Bitner 1995; Gummesson 
1994). There are several limitations attributed to this school of thought. The 
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major one comes from the nature of studies that have been carried out. Most of 
these pieces of research are conceptual and thus not of interest from a 
managerial perspective (Coviello et al. 1997). In addition, although some 
studies have focused on consumer to company relationships, the Nordic service 
school in general does not distinguish the context in which relationships are 
studied and hence this is another limitation of this school.  
2.6.2. American school 
Similar to the Nordic service school, the American school also aims at providing 
explanations for relationship marketing efforts. The focus of this approach is on 
developing theories for effectively managing relationships (Sheth and 
Parvatiyar 1995b). This approach is well established by the early work of 
Dwyer et al. (1987) and the influential work of Morgan and Hunt (1994). This 
approach resembles both social exchange and interaction theories (Möller 
1994).  
Yet a major shortcoming of this approach is that little work is undertaken to 
explain the implementation requirements of developing relationship marketing 
and even more, what activities are included in it (Blois 1996). As such, the 
‘operational contents are unclear’ (Blois 1996, p. 162; Gummesson 1994, p. 5). 
2.7. Relationship-based theories 
There are several disciplines such as economics, political science, organisational 
science, sociology, social psychology, and law that have contributed 
considerably to the development of theories related to the study of 
relationships and networks. Eiriz and Wilson (2006) provided a basic overview 
of how the study of relationship marketing is informed by these disciplines. 
Although crude, their representation is useful in mapping the interplay among 
different theories. Building on their work, Figure 2.3 depicts a basic overview of 
major theories and approaches that contributed to the study of relationships. 
This figure, however, does not represent the relative importance of these 
theories in the study of relationships, nor does it show the timeframe in which 
these theories are developed.  
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It also has to be noted that for parsimony reasons, I excluded some minor 
streams in the study of relationships including relational contracting theory 
(Macneil 1978; Macneil 1980), agency theory (Bergen et al. 1992), the theory of 
power (Emerson 1962), and game theory (Nielsen 1988). Although relational 
contracting theory has had a major impact on the development of relationship 
marketing, this discipline is not in line with the core topic of this research and 
therefore is excluded. 
Figure 2.3: An overview of the major theories and approaches in the study of relationships 
 
Source: adapted from Eiriz and Wilson (2006) 
In the remainder of this section, I will discuss the main theoretical contributions 
to the understanding of relationships and networks. This comprises transaction 
cost theory, social exchange theory and resource dependence theory.  
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2.7.1. Transaction cost economics  
Transaction cost economics (TCE) explicitly focuses on interorganisational 
transactions. Initially, this theory was developed by Coase (1937) even though 
the term ‘transaction cost’ did not appear in the literature until the 1970s. The 
influential contribution of this theory to the relationship marketing discipline 
was first manifested in the seminal work of Williamson (1985; 1975; 1996).  
The underlying assumption of TCE is that organisations make rational 
decisions. Building on this assumption, TCE aims to economise the transaction 
cost through making rational cost-benefit decisions on whether to make or buy 
a product or service. This theory involves two types of cost (i.e. production cost 
and transaction cost). Based on these costs, this theory proposes three forms of 
governance structure consisting of market-based transactions, hierarchies, and 
hybrid forms (Williamson 1985). The appropriate form of transaction 
governance is assigned on the basis of the unique configuration of three 
contingency factors of transaction i.e. level of specific asset, frequency, and 
uncertainty.  
Given that a transaction is the basic unit of analysis in TCE (Williamson 1996), 
Williamson et al. (1991) suggest that in the absence of a specific investment, 
‘market governance’ becomes the prevailing structure. This is the dominant 
transaction structure for the standardised products or services that can be 
easily found in the market and there are several suppliers from which a firm 
can purchase.  
‘Trilateral governance’ is appropriate when, on the one hand, transactions 
happen occasionally and, on the other hand, they require some level of specific 
investment. This is because the product or service is not standardised in the 
market and requires some level of customisation. Furthermore, because this 
transaction happens only occasionally, the bilateral governance becomes too 
expensive and thus would not be a rational choice.  
Only when the product or service requires some level of customisation and the 
transaction happens frequently, does ‘bilateral governance’ become the optimal 
structure. From this perspective, the long-term relationship between buyer and 
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seller is the outcome of rational choice by the buyer when benefiting from the 
economy of scale offered by a seller. This form of governance is too expensive 
for occasional procurement and is deemed to be appropriate when a buyer 
frequently seeks a complex product or service.  
Finally, ‘unified governance’ is the suggested form of governance when a 
transaction requires idiosyncratic investment by the firm. In this situation, TCE 
suggests that a firm should internalise the investment to avoid the risks 
involved in relying on one specific supplier.  
In summary, a transaction can either take place in the market, which causes 
transaction costs, or can be internalised within the organisation, which causes 
relative process costs. The former leads to a dyadic relationship between the 
buyer and the seller and the latter leads to an internalisation of transactions 
(Eiriz and Wilson 2006). Williamson (1985) argues that a firm will chose the 
mechanism that involves lower costs.  
2.7.2. Limitations of transaction cost economics 
Transaction costs comprise several expenses of different natures including 
negotiation and monitoring outlays in enforcing contracts as well as 
expenditures related to coordination and opportunistic behaviour. These costs 
are often difficult to quantify and thus make it difficult to choose the optimum 
governance structure. 
In addition, although TCE is considerably influenced by Macneil’s (1980) work 
on contractual law, the postulated forms of governance are derived from an 
insufficient number of transaction characteristics (Haugland and Reve 1993).  
Moreover, TCE has a static view of organisations. It does not address 
relationship evolution between buyers and sellers. Several researchers attest 
that interaction between organisations leads to an evolution of trust, which in 
turn reduces opportunistic behaviours (Jap and Anderson 2003; John 1984; 
Morgan and Hunt 1994). The absence of opportunism leads to lower 
transaction costs, due to savings from safeguarding costs, and thus changes the 
nature of the transaction (Ghoshal and Moran 1996). Thus the optimum 
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governance structure becomes more complex than that suggested by 
Williamson (1985). Furthermore, because the cost-benefit analysis forms the 
rationale behind the viable governance structure, it fails to consider the firm’s 
strategy in developing new offerings. As such it disregards the importance of 
strategy (Jones 1997).  
 2.7.3. Social/relational exchange theory 
Social exchange theory concentrates on the social structure of 
interorganisational relationships. In this theory, the focus moves from 
transactions to relationships. Therefore the interest shifts from costs and 
efficiency to notions such as interdependency, trust, reciprocity, and equity 
(Cook and Emerson 1978).  
This theory has it roots in sociology (Blau 1964; Homans 1958) and social 
psychology (Thibaut and Kelley 1959). Originally, the focus of research in these 
disciplines was on relationships and exchange behaviour of individuals within a 
group or community. However, in the 1980s this concept was applied to 
interorganisational studies. As such it developed further and encompassed 
social networks and dyadic relationships. Application of this theory to 
marketing was manifested in the work of IMP Group (Håkansson 1982). Several 
other researchers also incorporated this theory into their models (e.g. Anderson 
and Narus 1984; Dwyer et al. 1987; Ford 1990).  
The central argument of this theory is that dyadic relationships are embedded 
in a social structure that is gradually evolving among firms in a network. Over 
time, the presence of a social structure in a dyadic relationship or even in a 
network enhances cooperation. Therefore, when in terms of governance, social 
structure dominates among actors, interfirm collaboration and social exchange 
generate a positive effect that results in closer relationships (Donaldson and 
O'Toole 2007).  
Dwyer et al. (1987) argued that when actors behave fairly, over time, they 
gradually develop a reciprocal expectation that each partner behaves in the best 
interest of the partnership in the view that in the long-term a partnership of 
this form results in lower costs and higher benefits. Anderson and Narus (1990) 
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argued that communication and interdependence in outcomes can facilitate this 
process.  
In addition, trust and commitment are the fundamental factors in developing 
such mutual behaviour. The presence of these factors also moderates the 
negative effects of power and thus prevents opportunistic behaviours (Cook 
and Emerson 1978). From this perspective, organisational boundaries become 
less important and are often blurred because firms become linked with other 
firms within a network (Anderson et al. 1994). As such it facilitates vertical 
disaggregation (Donaldson and O'Toole 2007).  
2.7.4. Limitations of social exchange theory 
Studies on relationship marketing in general and studies on organisational 
relationships in particular benefited considerably from social exchange theory. 
It has provided a rich set of constructs used to study relationships by 
quantitative models. It also considers past experiences and their impact on 
future expectations and thus provides a strategic view for long-term 
relationships 
However, this theory can also be criticised for several limitations. The first 
derives from the fact that this theory originally comes from sociology and social 
psychology where the focus of studies is on the exchange behaviour of 
individuals. Duck (1994) argues that personal relationships are different in 
nature from organisational relationships and thus it is wrong to think about 
them in the same way.  
Another limitation of this theory comes from self-motivation as well as 
reciprocal exchange behaviour assumptions. However, such assumptions may 
not necessarily hold true across peoples from different cultures. Cook (2000) 
acknowledges the relative lack of attention to cultural contexts as a major 
limitation of this theory.  
Finally, social exchange theory faces another limitation, which is related to the 
notion of conflict of interest. This is related to power and the opportunistic 
behaviours of actors and the assumption that individuals will make a rational 
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decision. This theory does not adequately explain how actors come to hold 
expectations for future benefit, (i.e. build long lasting relationships) while 
constantly receiving signals of status and power in a social system (Cook 2000).  
2.7.5. Resource dependence theory 
Resource dependence theory (Pfeffer and Salancik 1978b) is developed from 
the theory of power and also social exchange theory. It focuses on gaining 
access to required resources. This theory suggests that firms are externally 
controlled by other organisations because these organisations control the 
resources that are critical to the firms. However, a firm is not seen to passively 
accept this control and thus can develop interorganisational relationships to get 
control over or access to critical resources that are vital for its survival. As such 
the emphasis is on developing strategies for limiting the negative effects of 
relationships.  
Resources in this perspective can take different forms and firms have to either 
produce these resources internally, or gain access to the resources of other 
parties. Where producing resources internally is costly and not viable, firms 
develop exchange relationships with their partners in order to gain access to 
the resources required. Relationships are seen as mechanisms through which 
organisations combine their resources with those of their counterparts (Dyer 
and Singh 1998; Mota and de Castro 2005). This, in turn, leads firms to be 
embedded in a network of relationships. However, the main result of this 
embeddedness is the dependency of firms on other partners.  
Since firms are not self-sufficient and do not operate in isolation, they are 
influenced by their environment and thus, embeddedness in a network of 
relationships can be seen as a response to both the uncertainty involved in a 
relationship and the resource dependence. Thus the degree of dependency is 
contingent upon the relative importance of the resources, switching costs, and 
availability of other providers.  
From the viewpoint of this theory, where possible, dependency should be 
managed through the development of safeguarding mechanisms (Heide and 
John 1988). This view is in contrast to the view of social exchange theory in 
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which close relationships and interdependency are viewed as a means for 
partnership with greater benefit in the long-term. Whereas social exchange 
theory emphasises building trust and avoiding opportunism through the 
development of mutual understanding, resource dependence theory 
emphasises the use of power in governing a relationship.  
The main strength of this theory is its ability to understand the role of power, 
based on the control of resources, in organisational interdependence and its 
ability to explain firms’ behaviour in this context. Pfeffer and Salancik (1978b) 
argued that relationship dependency is more likely to be absent when the 
distribution of power between two parties is asymmetric. As such, this theory 
claims that power is likely to be exercised in a relationship of a recurrent nature 
or when an exchange relationship is easily substitutable (Yamaguchi 1996). 
2.7.6. Limitations of resource dependence theory  
Resource dependence theory can explain the exercise of power in a relationship 
well. This theory is useful in the study of business relationships because it 
emphasises the role of power in interorganisational relationships (Pfeffer and 
Salancik 1978b). It also discusses the role of resource dependence in 
relationship governance (Heide 1994a). This theory is useful in the sense that it 
provides managerial suggestions for developing strategies to moderate firm’s 
vulnerability and to enhance firm’s autonomy from the resource constraints.  
However, as with other theories, resource dependence theory has also certain 
limitations. One general limitation refers to the implicit assumption that in 
response to power conflict and resource dependence, firms always and only 
make economically rational, solid decisions. This theory neglects the possibility 
that firms are also capable of making any form of non-rational decisions (Eiriz 
and Wilson 2006).  
In addition, this theory does not explicitly consider relationships as resources. 
This limitation, however, is addressed in the interaction and industrial network 
approaches (Håkansson 1982; Håkansson and Snehota 1995c). Furthermore, 
the focus of much resource dependence-based research is on a focal firm’s 
ability to exploit resources that are controlled by others (Wernerfelt 1995).  
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This theory is also limited in the sense that it merely emphasises power and the 
focal firm’s behaviour vis-à-vis other actors’ behaviour in exercising power 
(Donaldson 1995). However it does not address how a focal firm can build and 
manage the partnership.  
2.8. Network-based theory 
The focus of network-based theories is on relationships in a business-to-
business context. Jones et al. (1997) defined a network as a set of relationships 
between parties in a system. In their view actors are independent of each other. 
Yet the actors’ actions are constrained by the network. A network in this 
perspective refers to a set of companies and the relationship among them. 
Möller and Halinen (2000, p. 47) described network-based relationship as “the 
management of interdependencies between business actors”.  
Thorelli (1986, p. 38) described network as:  
“… consisting of 'nodes' or positions (occupied by firms, households, strategic 
business units inside a diversified concern, trade associations and other types 
of organizations) and links manifested by interaction between the positions. 
Note in passing that positioning of the firm in the network becomes a matter 
of as great strategic significance as positioning its product in the 
marketplace. Networks may be tight or loose, depending on the quantity 
(number), quality (intensity), and type (closeness to the core activity of the 
parties involved) of interactions between the positions or members. Thus, 
custom-tailored products may bind a firm tighter into its output network 
than if it offers mainly standardized models”.  
Based on this definition, in a business-to-business context, a network 
encompasses nodes or positions, which are occupied by firms; and links 
manifested by interactions. This definition also emphasises the importance of 
positioning in the network.  
Building on the work of Emerson (1981), Anderson et al. (1994, p. 2) defined 
business networks as:  
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“a set of two or more connected business relationships, in which each 
exchange relation is between business firms that are conceptualized as 
collective actors”.  
A common proposition to all these definitions of business networks is that no 
individual firm owns the network. This, in turn, tempers opportunism (Provan 
1993), facilitates network cooperation, and enables a firm to manage both its 
internal and external resources.  
Based on the three dimensions of activities, resources and priorities, Ford et al. 
(2002) identified three main patterns in different networks: activity centred, 
resource centred, and company centred. From their perspective, in some 
networks, activity is the paramount feature and thus these networks evolve 
around a particular type of activity. For others, resources may play the 
dominant role and thus potential resource sharing becomes the rationale 
behind network development (Donaldson and O'Toole 2007). Finally, the 
configuration of some networks is influenced by a set of powerful companies. 
These networks are labelled as company centred patterns (Ford et al. 2002).  
As the literature on business networks acknowledges, there are two dominant 
network-based theories: the interaction approach and the industrial network 
approach. Each of these theories will be discussed briefly in the following 
sections.  
2.8.1. Interaction approach 
This approach primarily aims to understand the interaction and development of 
relationships between buyer and seller within business-to-business settings. 
Grönroos (1994, P. 352) claims that the interaction approach to industrial 
marketing originally developed in Sweden at Uppsala University in the 1960s. 
This approach is profoundly indebted to several theories for its genesis. Most 
importantly, this approach is built on resource dependence theory and social 
exchange theory and it has developed into two main streams of research. The 
first stream is based on the early work of the IMP Group (Håkansson 1982). 
This view is primarily based on the resource dependence approach whereas the 
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second stream emphasises the social aspects of exchange relationships (Möller 
1994; Wilson and Möller 1991).  
The first stream is often referred to as the IMP approach (Håkansson 1982; 
Håkansson and Snehota 2000; Turnbull et al. 1996). It stems from the early 
empirical work of a group of European scholars that started in 1976 and which 
was completed in 1982 (Håkansson and Snehota 2000). These researchers 
formed a group called the IMP Group and aimed to explain the evolution and 
management of business relationships. Their project resulted in the 
development of the interaction approach (IA) that fundamentally challenges the 
traditional ways of examining business marketing (Håkansson 1982).  
From this new perspective, industrial markets are seen as networks of firms 
that are interconnected through exchange relationships. What makes this 
school of thought stands out as a unique approach is the incorporation of the 
resource dependence theory. Nevertheless, this approach is also influenced by 
transaction cost economics and social exchange theory. This new approach 
focused on ‘interaction’ between organizations on a dyadic level rather than 
‘action’ of a focal company on a monadic level (Ford and Håkansson 2006; 
Håkansson et al. 2009). Interaction in this sense has a broad meaning and 
involves the exchange of resources, social exchange, and both adaptation and 
coordination processes (Håkansson and Snehota 1995c). Interaction, in this 
view, refers to any sort of activity that is taken by both actors involved in 
fulfilling the objectives behind building relationships (Möller and Wilson 1995).  
In his discussion of the development of buyer-seller relationships in industrial 
networks, Ford (1980, P. 340) elucidated that in the interaction approach either 
of the parties may take the initiative in finding a partner. Also, both parties are 
involved in the adaptation process to accommodate each other. In this 
approach, organisations often consider the possible reaction of their 
counterparts in making any unilateral strategic move. Therefore, in addition to 
complexity and innovativeness of social and technological exchange (Möller and 
Wilson 1995), other factors including previous experiences, present 
expectations (Håkansson and Snehota 1989) and future orientation of values 
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(Möller and Törrönen 2003) also influence the development of business 
relationships.  
Håkansson and Snehota (1995c) explain that the relationship between two 
actors can potentially create something that cannot be duplicated by others nor 
be produced by the two actors in isolation. The notion of value creation in this 
approach is ‘future oriented’ (Möller and Törrönen 2003, P. 115). Therefore, 
business relationships are characterised by symmetry, continuity, and 
complexity. Interactions are also characterised by cooperation and adaptation 
processes (Ford and Mouzas 2010; Håkansson and Snehota 1995c). To put this 
in a nutshell, the IMP approach has rigorously challenged the traditional view of 
relationships (i.e. transactional exchange relationships) and, based on its well-
established empirical study, offered a new method for understanding the 
evolution and management of business relationships that are embedded in 
networks (Ford 2009; Håkansson et al. 2009).  
The second stream in the interaction approach is based on social exchange 
theory. This stream of research has tried to incorporate those aspects of social 
exchange theory that have a long-standing heritage within this theory. As such, 
the focus is on aspects of relationships such as trust, commitment and 
satisfaction (e.g. Anderson and Narus 1991; Wilson 1995). Nevertheless, this 
stream also studies relationships in business-to-business settings (Möller 
1994). While research following the IMP approach is mainly based on 
qualitative methods (Dubois and Araujo 2004), studies of this research stream 
are mainly quantitative (Dwyer et al. 1987). Schurr (2007) compared the 
theories and methods applied in the study of buyer-seller relationships by 
different research streams and concluded that “various research communities 
seem to have a post-positivist leaning (i.e. US marketing scholars), while others 
seem to favor constructivist approaches (i.e. IMP Group scholars)” (p. 167). As 
such, the main focus of this research stream is more in line with US-based view 
of relationship marketing; that is, theory testing of simplified models that focus 
on business relationships from monadic or dyadic perspectives. In contrast, the 
IMP approach is predominantly leaning towards understanding the evolution of 
relationships.  
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2.8.2. Industrial network approach 
This approach stemmed from the IMP 2 project, which included the European 
researchers from IMP 1 and researchers from Australia, Japan, and the United 
States (Håkansson and Snehota 2000). It aimed to develop a network model 
that explains the organisation-environment interface (Araujo and Easton 1996; 
Håkansson and Snehota 1989). As such it represents the network view of 
business relationships (Ford 2009; Håkansson et al. 2009). This empirical 
research culminated in the emergence of the industrial network approach that 
primarily explains how business markets function (Ford and Mouzas 2008). 
This approach is theoretically grounded in the interaction approach of the IMP 
Group (Easton 1992; Håkansson and Snehota 2000). The term ‘network’ in this 
sense encapsulates how this approach views the business-environment 
interface.  
Based on the interaction and industrial network approach, Håkansson (1987) 
developed the first generation of the interaction model which is often referred 
to as the AAR model (Håkansson et al. 2009). This model, in principle, explains 
the process of interaction in business-to-business settings. Theoretically 
grounded in the interaction approach, this model suggests that networks can be 
described in terms of three classes of interrelated variables: Actors, Activities, 
and Resources. These three variables were given equal attention in the original 
model (Håkansson and Waluszewski 2002, P. 30). In this model, actors refer to 
those who perform activities and/or control resources. Actors perform 
activities through which they use certain resources to change other resources 
(Håkansson and Snehota 1995b). As such a network of actors, a network of 
activities, and a network of resources are intertwined.  
Introducing the ‘substance of relationships’ metaphor, Håkansson and Snehota 
(1995a) developed the AAR model into a more complex model that entails three 
types of relationship substances: Links, Ties, and Bonds. Håkansson and 
Snehota (1995a, p. 26) explain these substances:  
“The links connecting activities performed by two actors, the ties connecting 
various resource elements controlled by two actors, and the bonds connecting 
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the perceptions and values of the two actors that are the focus of the 
analysis.” 
Moreover, the new model investigates relationship contents in three different 
layers (i.e. company, dyadic relationships, and network).  
The new AAR model is the most eminent model of the industrial network 
approach. It has become the theoretical grounding for much research that has 
been undertaken in this field (Håkansson and Johanson 1992). More recently 
the four R model (Håkansson and Waluszewski 2002) has also become a 
prevailing model. This model identifies four types of resources. These are 
‘products’, ‘facilities’, ‘business units’, and ‘business relationships’ (Håkansson and 
Waluszewski 2002, p. 33). This approach mainly focuses on interaction and 
exchange in business-to-business settings from the network perspectives 
(Araujo and Easton 1996; Ritter and Gemünden 2003). As such, the industrial 
network approach complements the interaction perspective by widening the 
view from dyadic (or interorganisational) relationships to the networks of 
organization in which organizations are the nodes and the interorganisational 
relationships are the links.  
This model stems from the view that organizations are not operating in 
isolation, but rather they are functioning in environments that include other 
actors. The network structure in this perspective consists of the relationships or 
‘threads’ and a limited number of identified actors. Often, these actors know 
each other very well (Ford and Håkansson 2006). Easton (1992) argues that the 
network structure represents an aggregation of dyadic structures. Each actor 
within the network possesses resources of potential interest to other actors, 
and this accounts for their interdependency (Ford et al. 1986; Håkansson and 
Snehota 1995c). Therefore companies try to exploit these shared resources. 
The ‘threads’ refer to the way an organisation is connected to other actors. In 
other words, an organisation is involved in continuous -direct and indirect- 
exchange relationships with these actors and thus each actor exerts huge 
influence on the firm. These relations create the firm’s identity (Håkansson and 
Snehota 1989). Similarly, Mouzas and Ford (2007) referred to the constitution 
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of a network as a system of beliefs, norms, rules and other conventions that are 
shared between actors in a network. Whether by intention or not, these systems 
provide a framework within which interaction takes place. 
The central argument of the industrial network approach, in principle, is the 
concept of resource interdependency (Anderson et al. 1994). Håkansson and 
Snehota (1989, p. 260) argue that “within the framework of interorganisational 
relationships, a complex set of interdependencies gradually evolves.” This is the 
fundamental premise within the IMP approach that an actor in a network relies 
on some other actors within its network. The rationale behind this is that within 
a network, actors look for access to external resources. In this sense, companies 
are interdependent because they rely on the resources that are available in the 
network but are not possessed by an individual firm (Ritter 2000). Therefore 
firms within a network are strongly interconnected (Ritter and Gemünden 
2003). This integration of activities and resources helps actors to meet their 
needs. Thus the notion of business relationships is a cornerstone because it 
connects the firms in a network.  
However, interrelation of parties within a network requires a ‘mutual 
orientation’ (Ford et al. 1986). This interdependency is one of the salient 
properties of a network that makes it difficult to disconnect a firm from its 
network (Håkansson and Snehota 1989). Several studies have tried to explain 
the notion of interdependency and interconnectedness of firms within a 
network. Concepts such as ties (Håkansson and Snehota 1995a), interface 
(Baraldi and Strömsten 2006), connections (Ritter 2000), dimensions (Gadde 
and Håkansson 2001) more or less refer to the same notion (i.e. 
interdependency and interconnectedness). Given the importance of ‘external’ 
resources and interconnectedness of firms (Ritter 2000), it is impossible to 
disconnect a firm from its context and hence organisational boundaries become 
unclear (Håkansson and Snehota 1989). Indeed, a network in this perspective 
literally has no boundaries.  
It also has to be noted that the ‘markets-as-networks’ is a subset of the industrial 
network approach that studies the exchange on a macro level (Johanson and 
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Mattsson 1994). As such it represents the network view of the market. In their 
discussion on markets-as-networks McLoughlin and Horan (2000) emphasised 
the managerial orientation of relationship marketing. Whereas markets-as-
networks focuses on understanding the nature of relationships through 
interaction between organisations in industrial markets, the focus of 
relationship marketing is on managing relationships of a focal company 
(Mattsson 1997; McLoughlin and Horan 2000; McLoughlin and Horan 2002). 
Morgan and Hunt (1994) also argue that relationship marketing is part of a 
bigger picture which they call the ‘developing network paradigm’.  
2.9. Portfolio concepts of business relationships  
The study of business relationships has been the focus of research for the last 
few decades (Dwyer et al. 1987; Dyer 1997; Zhao and Cavusgil 2006). Besides 
gaining an understanding of the need to manage business relationships, the 
extant research literature has also studied the specific advantages of interfirm 
relationships (Ulaga and Eggert 2006b; Wu and Cavusgil 2006) and their impact 
on achieving superior performance (Mentzer et al. 2000).  
Many studies in the context of organisational relationships adopted a portfolio 
approach in examining different business relationships of a focal firm (Krapfel 
et al. 1991b; Shapiro et al. 1987; Turnbull and Zolkiewski 1997). Relationship 
portfolio analysis is seen as a means for analysing and governing a company’s 
network of relationships (Leek et al. 2006). In this approach the unit of analysis 
shifts from a single dyadic relationship to all the business relationships 
managed by a firm (Furlan et al. 2009). Due to the simplified nature of portfolio 
models, some researchers have argued that these models are inadequate 
(Armstrong and Broadie 1994). However, the concept of business relationship 
portfolios as a relational strategy has been widely used in management 
research and practice (e.g. Fiocca 1982; Olsen and Ellram 1997; Turnbull 1990; 
Yorke and Droussiotis 1994; Zolkiewski and Turnbull 2002).  
Portfolio management provides a method to conceptualize and manage a 
diverse customer base, suppliers, and also the indirect relationships that a firm 
has (Zolkiewski and Turnbull 2000). In fact, relationship portfolio analysis can 
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identify those important relationships with counterparts which are central to a 
firm’s competitive advantage (Zolkiewski and Turnbull 2002). In line with these 
research streams, Turnbull and Zolkiewski (1997), following the IMP approach, 
suggested that an analysis of the relationship portfolios of an organization can 
help to identify those relationships with suppliers and customers which are of 
strategic importance to an organization.  
Some researchers focused on the study of key relationships as opposed to 
relationship portfolios. This approach is helpful in the study of a number of 
limited but strategically important relationships (Ivens and Pardo 2007; Ivens 
et al. 2009). Key account relationship is based on this belief that some 
customers are of higher value to the firm and thus firms select these important 
customers in order to better interact with them (Ivens and Pardo 2007).  
Guenzi et al. (2007) provide three legitimate reasons as to why a firm should 
focus on key accounts. Based on a literature review, they argued that, due to the 
costs and risks involved, relational strategies should be adopted selectively 
(Pillai and Sharma 2003; Sharma and Pillai 2003; Sheth and Reshma 2003). 
Also, arguably, key account management is one of the most appropriate 
organisational responses to the adoption of relational strategies (Homburg et al. 
2000). Finally, the success of implementing relational strategies depends 
largely on the ability of the firm in building interpersonal long-term 
relationships with these key customers (Mavondo and Rodrigo 2001; 
Narayandas and Rangan 2004).  
Different firms may choose alternative factors in identifying strategically 
important customers. Although many companies chose key customers based on 
sales volume, others may choose other future oriented factors. Walter et al. 
(2003) argued that key customers are not necessarily large customers. A key 
customer may have a lower turnover compared to other customers, but is still a 
key customer because it fulfils a key function for the company. Current research 
on key accounts is focused either on key account managers (e.g. Boles et al. 
1996; Weeks and Stevens 1997) or on key dyadic relationships (e.g. Lambe and 
Spekman 1997; Sengupta et al. 1997; Sharma 1997). This study focuses on key 
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relationships. More precisely, this research applies a combination of both the 
portfolio approach and key account approach in the study of business 
relationships. Given that this study focuses on the configuration of relationship 
orientation at the focal firm level, it is deemed to be more appropriate to 
consider the portfolio of key relationships as the unit of analysis. Based on the 
earlier discussion of the advantages of studying business relationships on the 
portfolio level and the benefit of focusing on strategically important individual 
relationships, this research focuses on the portfolio of most important customer 
relationships that a focal firm has. It also has to be noted that the notion of ‘most 
important customers’ in this research refers to the group of customers that are 
most crucial (i.e. strategically important) to the focal company.  
2.10. Contribution of these theoretical frameworks to this study  
This study benefits from a wide range of theories and approaches in the study 
of business relationships. Figure 2.4 depicts a basic overview of major theories 
and approaches that contributed to this study. Relationship marketing is at the 
core of this research. Within the relationship marketing domain, the Nordic 
service school is largely focused on dealing with the focal company’s orientation 
towards the conceptual development of relationships on a general level. As such 
most of the empirical research within this school of thought is highly 
qualitative. From this perspective, this school is not directly relevant to the 
approach of the present study. However, this school of thought contributes to 
this study on a higher level, which relates to the understanding of evolving and 
managing relationships.  
This research is more closely related to the American Approach to the study of 
business relationships. This is because similar to the American Approach, this 
study focuses on examining relationships on the individual (i.e. monadic) level. 
Several studies have followed this approach (Fang et al. 2008; Palmatier et al. 
2007b) by examining the effects of some constructs -pertinent to relationship 
dimensions- on performance of different levels (Palmatier et al. 2006; Palmatier 
et al. 2009). Some researchers have also suggested that the study of 
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relationship marketing is more appropriate in service settings (Grönroos 1994), 
which was one of the motivations for the focus of this study.  
Figure 2.4: An overview of the major theories and approaches in this study 
 
In addition, this study is influenced by the interaction and industrial network 
approaches. These approaches are most appropriate in developing a typology of 
relationship strategies. This is because these approaches, in principle, focus on 
the overall orientation of the firm towards its business relationships and also 
because the fundamental assumption of these approaches is that firms are 
embedded within networks through their relationships. Furthermore, these 
approaches are developed based on social exchange theory and resource 
dependence theory and thus consider both social and technological aspects of 
interorganisational exchange as well as considering relationships as a resource 
that a focal firm is trying to exploit. Therefore, these approaches provide a 
platform for developing a typology of relationship strategies because such a 
typology should consider the overall orientation of the firm towards its 
business relationships.  Also, these approaches and particularly the work of the 
IMP Group on a general level, provide an understanding of the nature of 
business relationships and how they are developed over time. Although, in his 
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comparative analysis of the ‘relationship marketing’ approach versus ‘markets-
as-networks’ approach, Mattsson (1997) emphasises the differences between 
these two approaches, other researchers emphasised the factors that these 
approaches have in common, most notably their shared concerns regarding 
relationships (Eiriz and Wilson 2006). Thus, although this study is focused on 
business relationships on an individual level, it still benefits from the 
conceptualisation of business relationships in industrial settings.  
Furthermore, social exchange theory strongly contributes in this research 
through the conceptualization and development of relationship dimensions 
including trust, commitment, information sharing, and relationship specific 
investment. Several studies have examined the effects of these constructs 
within the relationship marketing context following this theory (Fang et al. 
2008; Morgan and Hunt 1994; Palmatier et al. 2007a).  
The contribution of resource dependence theory in this study is two-fold. First, 
it provides additional relationship dimensions such as power and dependency 
to the study of business relationships. Thus this theory will provide further 
explanations of the phenomena under study. Over the last two decades, several 
researchers have postulated the crucial importance of power and dependence 
in understanding interorganisational relationships (Hibbard et al. 2001b; 
Palmatier et al. 2007a). Second, this theory also provides a baseline for 
developing a typology for resource acquisition strategies. This issue is 
discussed in greater detail in Chapter 5.  
2.11. Chapter summary 
This chapter presented an overview of business relationships, from the origin 
and conceptual development of the transactional view, which was dominant for 
more than half a century, to the relational view and the network view. This 
chapter also comprehensively reviewed pertinent literature on relationship 
marketing, its definition and alternative classifications of its traditional roots.  
Moreover, two dominant views on relationships i.e. the Nordic service school 
and the American school were discussed in this chapter. In addition, this 
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chapter also contained a discussion and literature review of major relationship-
based as well as network-based theories that inform this study from different 
perspectives and on different levels. Contributions of each of these theories in 
this study were explained.  
Finally this chapter emphasised the importance of the portfolio and the key 
account approaches in the study of business relationships. Following these 
approaches, it was proposed that this study should focus on the portfolio of 
most important business relationships.  
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This is that part of the earlier <igure 1.1 that is being addressed in the 
forthcoming chapter.  
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Chapter 3: Theoretical and methodological bases 
3.1. Introduction 
This chapter provides theoretical and methodological bases for the present 
study through a comprehensive review of the pertinent literature on 
configuration theory and the concept of strategic fit. The chapter starts with the 
definition of the notion of configurations. Several reasons are provided to 
support the idea that there exist only a limited number of superior 
configurations. The so called ‘imperatives’ of configurations are then discussed 
and the challenge of choosing an appropriate number of domains for the study 
of configurations is raised as well as several reasons as to why a configuration 
theory should be used in this study. Finally a comparison of configuration 
theory against contingency theory as a historical rival theory closes this section. 
Next the discussion shifts to accomplishments of configuration theory. This 
section deals with a thorough review of the existing configuration theory-based 
research. Several insights are provided from a meta-analysis of the pertinent 
literature.  
The second part of this chapter focuses on the concept of strategic fit. 
Discussion in this part begins with classification of fit from the contingency 
perspective. Three different methods of fit within this perspective are 
discussed. Next, the classification of fit is discussed from the configuration 
perspective in which the inductive approach is compared to the deductive 
approach. The discussion next turns toward descriptive versus normative 
methods of fit within the deductive perspective. Finally, four alternative 
normative methods of fit, which have roots in the deductive approach, are 
explained in more detail.  
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3.2. Con2iguration theory 
Configuration theory is a common approach used to understand how a firm’s 
organizational structure is related to its strategic intent (Hult et al. 2006). 
Configuration theory has its roots in the strategy literature (Miller 1986; Miller 
1987; Miller 1981). This theory posits that for every given context, there exist a 
small number of ‘organizational configurations’ that fit better than others and 
thus yield superior performance (Miller 1987; Van de Ven and Drazin 1985).  
There are several key tenets pertinent to the concept of configuration theory, 
first and foremost is the notion of organisational configurations, which refers 
to the multidimensional constellation of conceptually distinct organisational 
characteristics that commonly happen together. This notion is explained in 
more detail in Section 3.2.1. The literature on con<iguration theory also states 
several reasons as to why elements of strategy and structure often coalesce 
into a limited number of ideal configurations. This issue will be discussed in 
Section 3.2.2.  
The second key tenet of configuration theory is its ‘imperatives’. These refer to 
the several key forces that explain and help give rise to many common 
configurations. In other words, imperatives are the forces that restrict 
organisational variety. Miller (1987) identified four imperatives consisting of 
‘strategy’, ‘structure’, ‘environment’ and ‘leadership’. He further explained that 
these forces are called imperatives because “they drive or organize many 
elements of a configuration, are the most resistant to change, and probably must 
change before most meaningful transformations can take place” (1987, p. 686). 
This tenet is explained in more detail in Section 3.2.3.  
 The third central tenet of configuration theory is the notion of domains. The 
domain of a configuration refers to a set of elements or items that represent an 
aspect of organisations, such as strategy, structure, or environment (Dess et al. 
1993). It is particularly noteworthy that the notion of imperatives and the 
concept of domains are often used interchangeably in the literature, however 
the present study refers to imperatives as the drivers of configurations 
whereas the term domain is used to address a set of interrelated elements used 
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in a particular study. By convention, those sub-elements of imperatives that are 
identified for use in a particular study are then called domains. These domains 
may be the four high level imperatives identified earlier or may be subsets of 
them1. An important issue to be addressed here is the determination of the 
number of domains for the configuration research. This issue is discussed in 
Section 3.2.4. 
As shown in Figure 3.1, a majority of configuration research has used the 
conceptual domains of strategy and structure (also see Table 3.2). However, it 
has to be noted here that a configuration model can be developed based on any 
number of domains (shown later in Figure 3.2-B). It also has to be noted that a 
configuration model does not necessarily include the strategy domain. 
However, previous studies typically aimed at examining the fit between 
strategy on one hand, and organisational structure on the other, as well as 
assessing the impact of the <it on performance (see Figure 3.1). In this study, 
each of the strategy and structure domains as well as the measurement of 
performance is regarded as a dimension of the configuration model.  
Figure 3.1: A typical conceptual framework of configuration theory 
 
The central argument of this theory is that elements of strategy and structure 
                                                        
1
 A domain at its most general level would be the same as imperative. For example the domain of 
structure at its general level and structure as imperative are referring to the same concept. However as 
I will explain later, in this study the focus is on structure as an imperative but when it comes to 
identifying the relevant domains, the focus would be solely on the structure of business relationships 
and not on any other forms of structure (e.g. organizational structure). Thus in this research the 
concept of structure as a domain is limited to the structure of business relationships which can be 
referred to as a subset of the structure as an imperative.  
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coalesce to form configurations. It has been claimed in the literature that only a 
few of these configurations cause firms pursuing them to prosper (Miller 
1987). Section 3.2.5 explains the advantages of con<iguration theory in more 
detail.  
Finally, it has to be mentioned here that configuration theory stems from 
contingency theory. However, configuration theory made a clear break by 
incorporating the notions of a ‘holistic approach’, the ‘nonlinearity assumption’, 
and the ‘equifinality assumption’. These issues will be discussed in Section 3.2.6. 
Table 3.1 summarises several tenets of con<igurations that are discussed above.  
Table 3.1: Brief overview of different aspects of con<iguration 
Tenet Description 
Definition of 
configuration 
Meyer et al. (1993, p. 1175): “any multidimensional constellation of 
conceptually distinct characteristics that commonly occur together”  
Ketchen et al. (1993, P. 1278): “commonly occurring clusters of attributes of 
organizational strategies, structures, and processes”  
Dess et al. (1993, p. 775): “the relationship among various constructs of 
interest”. 
Reason for 
configuration 
Miller (1986) argued that since organisational attributes are interrelated, 
they could form a “cohesive system” through orchestration of underlying 
elements. Such a system gives rise to a limited number of ideal forms. He 
argued that only a few forms of configuration lead to organisational success 
and other organisations should either follow one of these ideal forms or 
perish. He further explained that moving from one configuration to another 
would happen only when change is inevitable, otherwise organizations have 
a tendency toward adhering to their existing configurations. 
Imperatives of 
configuration 
Miller (1987) introduces four imperatives (i.e. strategy, structure, 
environment, and leadership) that form organisational configurations. These 
imperatives are the building blocks of organisational configurations. Each of 
these imperatives includes several elements that interact with each other. 
These imperatives are change resistant by nature and thus any 
transformation can happen only when at least one of these imperatives 
changes.  
Single versus 
multiple 
domains in 
configuration 
A configuration can be product of one or a combination of different domains. 
 Advantage Disadvantage 
Single 
domain 
 Can use several 
constructs of interest. 
 Methodologically 
simple. 
 May mask interactive 
relationships. 
 May explain relatively little 
variance of dependent 
variable. 
Multiple 
domains 
 Allows examination of 
multivariate 
relationships. 
 Can lead to examining 
the fit among domains. 
 Methodologically complex. 
 Limited number of 
constructs within each 
domain can be considered at 
a time.  
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Advantage of 
configuration 
Given that the number of ideal configurations is limited, and also because 
these ideal configurations are composed of “tight constellations of mutually 
supportive elements” (Miller 1986, p. 236) and are relatively long lasting in 
nature (Miller 1986; Miller 1987), it can be argued that the use of 
configuration would help to examine and explain the complex interrelated 
relationships among constructs of different domains without overly 
simplifying the phenomena under study. 
Configuration 
approach 
against 
contingency 
approach 
Meyer (1993) argued that incorporating multivariate description into 
contingency theory’s fragmented concepts gives rise to configuration theory. 
Therefore it can be summarised that configuration theory is developed based 
on contingency theory, although it made a clear break by incorporating the 
notions of a holistic approach, and also the nonlinearity and equifinality 
assumptions. 
In the following sections, each of these tenets will be outlined in more detail to 
illustrate the concept of configuration theory and also to develop a sound 
argument as why this theory is relevant to the present study. 
3.2.1 Definition of Configurations 
Meyer et al. (1993, p. 1175) describe an ‘organisational configuration’ as “any 
multidimensional constellation of conceptually distinct characteristics that 
commonly occur together”. Building on the work of Miller (1987); Miller and 
Mintzberg (1983); and Mintzberg (1990), Ketchen et al. (1993, p. 1278) 
described it as “commonly occurring clusters of attributes of organizational 
strategies, structures, and processes”. Short et al. (2008) refer to ‘organisational 
configurations’ as a set of underlying organizational characteristics that are 
shared between companies and which contribute to performance. Dess et al. 
(1993, p. 775) proposed a more general definition of the term configurations 
which referred as “the relationship among various constructs of interest”. 
Therefore, configuration theory refers to the multidimensional constellation of 
strategic and organizational characteristics within an organization (Meyer et al. 
1993; Miller and Mintzberg 1988; Olson et al. 2005; Vorhies and Morgan 2003). 
As such, it represents a Gestalt-ontology (Veliyath and Srinivasan 1995). 
Configuration theory aspires to identify organizational conditions under which 
a firm will be more successful given certain circumstances, e.g. a certain 
strategic intent. Typically, configuration research aims at finding the optimum 
fit between strategy on the one hand, and organizational structure on the other. 
In this sense, configuration theory examines strategy and structure in the quest 
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for coalescing their elements into ideal quantum states that in the strategy 
literature are often referred to as optimum configurations. The central 
argument of configuration theory is that elements of strategy and structure 
intermingle to form general archetypes or configurations. Configuration theory 
assumes that there exist a number of internally consistent themes between 
strategy and structure. Ketchen et al. (1993, p. 1278) argue that configuration 
research can provide a better understanding of organisational phenomena by 
identifying distinct, internally consistent sets of organisations than by seeking 
to uncover relationships that hold across all organisations.  
Based on these considerations, configuration theory posits that each strategy 
relates to a specific set of ideal organizational characteristics that result in 
higher performance (Van de Ven and Drazin 1985; Vorhies and Morgan 2003). 
The relationships among these interdependent and mutually reinforcing 
organizational characteristics are crucial to the logic of configuration theory 
(Van de Ven and Drazin 1985; Venkatraman 1989). Of particular interest is the 
link between certain strategy types on the one hand, and organizational 
configurations representing the implementation of such strategies on the other. 
Thus, the main concern of configuration theory is how to orchestrate 
organizational characteristics of a firm for the given business strategy to 
achieve strategic goals (Hughes and Morgan 2008).  
Configuration is defined as the degree of congruency to which organizational 
characteristics are orchestrated by a small number of rich patterns or themes 
within or across categories that can account for a large number of 
organisations falling into these categories (Bensaou and Venkatraman 1995; 
Miller 1996). This indeed raises an important question regarding the number 
of optimum configurations. Previous studies have provided empirical support 
that for every given setting, a small number of strategy-structure 
configurations or patterns of similarity accounts for a considerable number of 
observed organisations (Miller 1986; Miller 1990; Miller and Friesen 1984).  
Research has tried to accurately predict how to best leverage a set of 
organizational characteristics in congruence with a specific strategy type (e.g. 
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Venkatraman 1989; Venkatraman and Camillus 1984). This implies that 
configuration theory simultaneously considers multiple organizational 
characteristics (Doty et al. 1993) and takes into account the common alignment 
among the elements of organizational structures (Miller 1996). Therefore, the 
focus of configuration theory is on the alignment of the conceptually distinctive 
(Meyer et al. 1993) and internally consistent organisational elements. In other 
words, configuration theory does not stipulate any causality among different 
elements (Hambrick 1984; Miller and Friesen 1977).  
From a managerial perspective, configuration theory emphasises the 
importance of internal consistency among different elements of strategy and 
structure of organisations. Therefore competitive advantage comes from the 
harmonisation of different aspects of organisation and not simply from the 
possession of some specific resources, skills, capabilities, or even strategy. 
Indeed competitive advantage resides in a firm’s configuration (Miller and 
Whitney 1999). This is in line with Child’s (1975) argument that the 
organizational (structural) configuration of firms with higher performance is 
more coherent in comparison to those with lower performance. This issue 
gives rise to the notion of ‘configuration as ideal types’, which will be discussed 
in Section 3.2.5.  
3.2.2. The reason for con2igurations 
The prime assumption of configuration theory is that elements of strategy and 
structure often coalesce into a limited (i.e. manageable) number of gestalts, 
configurations, or archetypes that account for a large proportion of high-
performing firms (Miller 1996; Miller 1987; Miller and Friesen 1984). To 
support the accuracy of this prime assumption, Meyer et al. (1993, p. 1175-
1176) argued that “If organizations were complex amalgams of multiple 
attributes that could vary independently and continuously, the set of possible 
combinations would be infinite. But for theorists taking the configurational 
perspective, this potential variety is limited by the attributes' tendency to fall into 
coherent patterns. This patterning occurs because attributes are in fact 
interdependent and often can change only discretely or intermittently”. Miller 
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(1986) also provided three interrelated arguments to explain why there are a 
limited number of ideal organisational configurations.  
First, there are only a limited number of possible strategies and structures 
feasible for an environment, of which only a few cause organizations pursuing 
them to thrive. Therefore competitors have to either begin to move toward the 
superior strategies, or perish. Miller’s argument has a fundamental flaw. From 
Miller’s perspective there are superior strategies. Recent literature on 
equifinality posits that firm performance is not dependent on a particular 
strategy choice, but on how well the chosen strategy is implemented (Gresov 
and Drazin 1997; Herbert and Deresky 1987). As such it implies that every 
viable strategy can theoretically yield superior results (Gresov and Drazin 
1997; Slater and Narver 1993). Replacing the term strategy with configuration 
can rectify Miller’s argument. Indeed it is not the strategy per se but the ideal 
configuration of strategy and structure that causes organizations pursuing 
them to thrive. This would result in identifying a number of superior (i.e. ideal) 
configurations. In their study of the co-integration of firm strategies within 
groups, Nair and Filer (2003) also found that several configurations of ‘realized 
strategy variables’ displayed slow adjustment characteristics. These strategies 
co-integrated within the group and in the long-run converged with other 
strategies whereas others diverged from the group, resulting in a unique set of 
configurations for each group. In the same vein, Forte et al. (2000) argued that 
organisations systematically move toward the higher-performing 
configurations for a given environment.  
Second, organizational attributes or elements are interrelated in many complex 
ways. Orchestrating these elements that are complementary and mutually 
reinforcing would enable an organisation to achieve internal harmony among 
its elements of strategy and structure. In fact, each element contributes to form 
a ‘cohesive system’ (Miller and Friesen 1984, p. 22). These cohesive systems 
reduce the number of viable configurations and this in turn gives rise to the 
possibility that a limited number of superior configurations account for a 
sizable proportion of observed organisations (Miller 1986).  
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The third argument refers to the quantum view of change. Configuration has 
been claimed to be chronologically constant (Dess et al. 1993). This is mainly 
because the occurrence of change is costly (Nickerson and Zenger 2002) and 
requires a ‘revolution’ that can happen in any influential domain (Miller 1987). 
Miller (1986) argued that organisations have a propensity to change their 
elements in ways that either extend a given configuration, or move it to a new 
configuration that is preserved for a long time. A small change in an element of 
strategy or structure often destroys the complementarities or harmonisation 
among the elements of configuration and will thus be avoided. 
The need to change can be provoked by unsatisfactory or poor performance; 
however, there is always some level of resistance to change. Enduring internal 
conditions (e.g. organizational structure) and external factors (e.g. industry 
structure) are indicators of this resistance toward change (Ginsberg 1988). 
Thus moving from one configuration to another would happen only when 
change is inevitable; otherwise organizations have a tendency toward adhering 
to their existing configurations.  
Besides these legitimate arguments in favour of a limited number of superior 
configurations, there exist several empirical studies that support this 
assumption. An excellent example of a configuration theory-based study is 
Miles and Snow’s (1978) theory of strategy, structure and process in which 
they identified four ideal types of organizations: prospector, analyser, 
defender, and reactor.  
3.2.3. The genesis of con2igurations 
Several key forces help give rise to and have influence on many common 
organisational configurations. In configuration literature these key forces are 
called ‘imperatives’. Miller (1987) identified four imperatives consisting of 
‘strategy’, ‘structure’, ‘environment’ (including technology) and ‘leadership’. He 
argued that numerous forces restrict organisational variety and cause 
configurations to occur. The reason for calling them imperatives is that each of 
these four items drives several elements of a configuration. These imperatives 
are change resistant by nature and thus any transformation can happen only 
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when at least one of these imperatives changes.  
Proponents of the structural imperative, by emphasising the systematic aspects 
of structure, contended that structure influences strategy (Mintzberg 1979; 
Nelson and Winter 1982). Miller (1987, p. 692) proposes that “structure will 
constrain, and to a large degree determine strategy”. This is because structure is 
inclined to a certain culture and mode of decision-making. Firms under this 
imperative attract, retain, and promote managers that support the existing 
mode of functioning (Kets de Vries and Miller 1984). 
The strategic imperative is even more important because several researchers 
contend that structure follows strategy (Miles and Snow 1978; Porter 1980). 
From this perspective, strategy choice not only influences the selection of an 
appropriate organisational structure, but is also the driver for choosing 
appropriate markets. Although many researchers have questioned the 
generalisability of the strategy-structure nexus, a recent study of 
contemporaneous data revealed that such a nexus still works and supported 
this proposition that strategy affects organisational structure (Galan and 
Sanchez-Bueno 2009). The strategic imperative is more evident when an 
organisation chooses a completely different strategy while adhering to the old 
structure. These imperatives are the building blocks of organisational 
configurations.  
The key proposition of the environmental imperative is that “environment 
strongly influences strategy, and both will in turn influence structure” (Miller 
1987, p. 689). From this perspective, organisations should adapt to their 
environmental conditions. Several environmental forces, including the 
uncertainty and unpredictability of customers and competitors and exigencies 
of technologies, restrict the number of viable strategy-structure configurations.  
It has been argued in the literature that the leadership imperative (i.e. the 
personalities of the very top managers) can influence strategy and structure of 
the firm either directly or indirectly through the establishment of an 
organisational culture (Miller 1987). Personality includes the locus of control 
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and the need for achievement and power.  
It has to be mentioned here that configurations developed in this study are 
based on strategic and structural imperatives. These two imperatives are 
selected because they are in accordance with the main aim of this study (i.e. 
understanding the fit between business strategy and business relationship 
structure).  
3.2.4. The choice of single versus multiple domains 
Theoretically, a configuration can be a product of one or a combination of 
different domains (see Figure 3.2). A domain of con<iguration refers to a set of 
elements or items that represent an aspect of organisations, such as strategy, 
structure, or environment (Dess et al. 1993). The vital issue in the development 
of configuration research is the determination of the number of domains to be 
addressed (Dess et al. 1993). Configuration research on a single domain results 
in the development of a typology or taxonomy (Figure 3.2-A). Configurations 
that are derived from a single domain of strategy represent a typology for 
generic strategies. For example, Porter’s (1980) generic strategies are based on 
the configuration on a single domain (i.e. strategy). However, Miles and Snow’s 
(1978) classification of organisations is an excellent example of configuration 
research that is based on multiple domains (i.e. strategy, structure, and 
process).  
There is a fundamental difference between a configuration and a taxonomy or 
typology. Dess et al. (1993, p. 776) argued that “a typology or taxonomy 
contains elements or items that represent a single domain or an aspect of 
organisations such as environment, structure, or strategy”. From this vantage 
point, the number of domains is what distinguishes a configuration from a 
taxonomy or typology.  
In their discussion on theoretical issues in configuration research, Dess et al. 
(1993) identified the advantages and disadvantages of choosing single or 
multiple domains in the study of configurations. Although some researchers 
refuse to consider studies on one domain as configuration, however, it helps to 
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identify building blocks for multiple domain studies (White 1986). The 
advantage of working with a single domain is that the researcher can consider 
several elements at different levels within the domain of interest. In addition, 
working with several elements of one domain helps to provide rich insights 
about that domain. Although it is methodologically simple to work with a single 
domain, it limits the level of generalisability and explains relatively little of the 
variance of the dependent variable. This is because focusing on a single domain 
fails to consider the potential interaction among multiple domains (Dess and 
Davis 1984). 
Figure 3.2: Conceptual framework of con<iguration with (A) single model and (B) multiple 
domains.  
 
(A) Single model domain 
 
(B) Multiple domains model 
In contrast, working with multiple domains helps to examine multivariate 
relationships and to investigate the ‘fit’ among elements in multiple domains 
(Figure 3.2-B). Indeed, the main concern of multiple domain research is to 
appropriately measure the ‘fit’ among domains. This approach, in turn, 
provides a better picture of the organisation (Dess et al. 1993). Although this 
approach can perfectly describe the interrelation among elements of different 
domains, it is methodologically complex. Furthermore, focusing on multiple 
Domain 1 
Domain 2 
Domain N 
Performance 
Strategic 
fit 
Domain1 Performance 
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domains at the same time limits the number of elements that can be inserted in 
the model. Hence, it raises inevitable tradeoffs between generalisability, 
accuracy and simplicity.  
It has to be mentioned here that configuration in this study is developed based on 
two domains i.e. strategy and structure. As such, it focuses on examining the 
configuration of strategy on one hand and organisational structure (more 
precisely, relationship structure) on the other.  
3.2.5. The advantage of con2iguration theory  
Configurations represent theoretically driven alignments of the elements of a 
single or multiple domains. Miller (1996) argued that most potential 
configurations are unlikely to happen in reality, whereas the emergence of  a 
few is likely to be more common. Ketchen et al. (1993) argued that from an 
organisational ecology perspective, environments are composed of several 
‘niches’ (e.g. industries) each of which provides both resources and constraints 
to a population of organisations. The key tenet of this perspective is that within 
each niche certain configurations of strategy and structure happen to be 
successful and others fail (Ketchen et al. 1993). As such, a small number of 
configurations account for a significant proportion of observed organisations.  
Given that the number of ideal configurations is limited (Miller 1996), and also 
because these ideal configurations are composed of “tight constellations of 
mutually supportive elements” (Miller 1986, p. 236) and are relatively long 
lasting in nature (Miller 1987) it can be argued that the use of configuration 
theory would help to examine and explain the complex interrelated 
relationships between constructs of different domains without overly 
simplifying the phenomena under study.  
One of the key aspects of the configuration theory is the notion of 
‘configuration as ideal type’. The main underlying assumption of this notion is 
that firms that closely approximate these ideal types are more effective than 
firms that marginally resemble the types. However, configurations as 
categories assumes that marginal members of categories are as effective as the 
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central members (Doty et al. 1993). As such, it is vital to distinguish between 
static approaches of treating configuration as categories and the more dynamic 
approach of treating configuration as ideal types. The former predicts marginal 
members of these categories to be as effective as the central members, whilst 
the latter distinguishes between marginal and central members in terms of 
effectiveness (Doty et al. 1993). From this vantage point, configuration theory 
posits higher effectiveness for firms that closely follow the ideal types. Doty et 
al. (1993) attribute this higher effectiveness to the internal consistency 
between elements of strategy, structure, and context. Blalock (Blalock 1969, p. 
32) described ideal type as “an abstract model so that deviation from the type 
can be noted and explained”. This study will follow an ideal type approach in its 
utilisation of configuration theory.  
Another advantage of configuration theory is its ability to link configurations to 
performance related constructs. Birkinshaw and Morrison (1995) argued that 
the existence of mutually supportive elements of strategy and structure lead to 
superior performance. Therefore, once the ideal configurations are identified, 
the closer an organisation approximates one of these ideal types, the better it 
will perform. Therefore, configuration research enables predictions about the 
performance of a given organisation. 
3.2.6. Con2iguration approach vs. contingency approach 
Contingency theory is a class of behavioural theory that has roots in strategy 
primarily literature (Donaldson 2001). This theory states that there is no single 
organizational structure that is highly effective for all organisations. Instead, 
the optimal structure is contingent (dependent) upon certain factors such as 
organisational strategy (Clegg et al. 1996). Configuration theory demonstrates 
that elements of strategy and structure interact in such a way that restricts the 
range of possible organisational forms. However, as Meyer et al. (1993) argued, 
the contingency approach deals with abstracting a limited number of structural 
concepts (e.g. centralisation and formalisation) and examining their 
unidirectional relationships with a limited set of situational concepts (e.g. size 
and technological uncertainty). Although the two approaches (i.e. configuration 
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and contingency) are similar in the sense that they both seek for the 
coalignment of the elements of strategy and structure, there are several clear 
differences between these approaches. Meyer et al. (1993, p. 1176-1179) 
provided a rich comparison of these two approaches.  
Reductionism is the dominant mode of inquiry within contingency research. 
This approach involves separately examining the constitutent elements of a 
social entity in the quest to understand its behaviour. The contingency 
approach aims to assess the unidirectional causal, often linear, relationships 
between external contingencies and internal system attributes by statistically 
isolating the effects of contingent variables without taking into account the 
possible interaction among elements of interest (Meyer et al. 1993). Hence, the 
focus of the contingency approach is on ‘unidirectional’ causal relationships (i.e. 
the occurrence of one attribute ‘causes’ the presence of another attribute) 
(Reeves et al. 2003). These relationships are assumed to be linear (Miller and 
Friesen 1984).  
The basic premise of the contingency approach is that the coalignment of the 
strategy and structure can be understood through pair-wise coalignment 
among the individual elements that represent the two domains (i.e. strategy 
and structure). Therefore in this approach, coalignment is simply the product 
of the interaction between the constituent elements (Venkatraman and 
Prescott 1990). As such the focus is on “discovering samplewide linear 
relationships, those that hold true irrespective of the nature of the organizations” 
(Miller and Friesen 1984, p. 88). It has been argued in the literature that 
contingency research cannot delineate the complementary combinations of the 
elements of strategy and structure because of its tendency toward a 
reductionist approach. Therefore the contingency approach cannot answer 
questions such as “what combination or configuration of strategic and 
organizational characteristics defines organizational classifications?” or “what is 
different about that arrangement in less successful organizations?” (Reeves et al. 
2003, p. 32). 
In contrast, configuration theory involves a holistic approach in which a social 
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entity takes its meaning from the interaction between its elements as a whole 
and cannot be understood in isolation. A configuration in this sense is 
considered to have characteristics that are beyond the characteristics of its 
individual constituent elements. In other words, the holistic perspective 
exposes a multidimensional conceptualisation of coalignment between 
elements of strategy and structure (Reeves et al. 2003). Thus, configuration 
theory expects nonlinearity and bidirectional causality among the constructs of 
interest.  
In addition, configuration theory accommodates the open systems concept of 
‘equifinality’ in response to the assumption that alternative ideal configurations 
can yield equally superior results. The concept of equifinality refers to “the idea 
that different forms can be equally effective” (Meyer et al. 1993, p. 1178). In 
other words, for every given setting, there exists more than one way (i.e. 
organisational form) that leads to success. In short, Meyer et al. (1993) argued 
that incorporating multivariate description into contingency theory’s 
fragmented concepts gives rise to configuration theory. Therefore, it can be 
summarised that configuration theory is developed based on contingency 
theory; nonetheless, it made a clear break by incorporating the holistic 
approach based on the assumption of nonlinearity and equifinality.  
3.3. Accomplishments of con2iguration research 
Configuration theory has been widely used in organization studies over the 
past few decades (Hill and Birkinshaw 2008; Ketchen et al. 1993; McKee et al. 
1989). Dess et al. (1993) conducted a thorough review of the literature and 
discussed major theoretical and methodological challenges within 
configuration theory-based research. Short et al. (2008) provided an updated 
review of the con<iguration literature by analysing relevant studies from 1993 
to 2007. However, their analysis is limited from at least two perspectives. First, 
they focused on articles published in only a few journals. Given the fragmented 
nature of configuration literature, they failed to thoroughly capture the state of 
knowledge within configuration research in different disciplines. Second, they 
focused merely on group memberships in which the assignment of an 
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organisation to a group was based on the inductive cluster analytic route. This 
limitation is somehow inevitable because the majority of articles in those 
journals considered are based on inductive approaches.  
To overcome these limitations, this study provides a thorough review of the 
literature on configuration theory that captures several aspects of each paper 
including domains of study, theoretical approach and main <indings. Table 3.2 
provides an overview of a total of 50 seminal papers that were published in the 
last decade (i.e. from 2000 to 2010). This will be used as a baseline for 
discussions in this chapter.  
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Table 3.2: An overview of selected seminal configuration theory-based research 
 
Configuration dimensions 
Source 
Strategy Structure Performance 
Fit 
approach 
Main findings 
Forte et al. 
(2000) 
Business strategy 
   -Prospectors 
   -Analysers 
   -Defenders 
   -Reactors 
Costs 
Operating slack 
Services offering 
Environment change 
Performance before 
environment change 
Performance after environment 
change 
Clustering 
analysis 
A fit between environmental 
contingencies and organizational form 
relates to superior performance.  
Organizations move toward the 
higher-performing forms for a given 
environment. 
Slater and 
Olson 
(2000) 
Business strategy 
   -Prospectors 
   -Low-cost defenders 
   -Differentiated defenders 
   -Reactors 
Sales force management 
   -Selling strategy 
   -Internalisation of selling 
activity 
   -Extent of supervision 
   -Salesperson control system 
   -Compensation 
Profitability 
   -Compared to industry average 
   -Compared to business unit 
objectives 
Market performance 
   -Sales growth 
   -Market share 
Moderation 
The different strategy types require 
individualized profiles of sales force 
management practices for optimal 
effectiveness and that sales force 
management is important to the 
successful implementation of business 
strategy. 
Slater and 
Olson 
(2001) 
Business strategy 
   -Prospectors 
   -Low-cost defenders 
   -Differentiated defenders 
   -Analysers 
Strategic marketing activities 
1-market research, 2-
segmentation/targeting, 3-
product line breadth, 4-product 
innovation, 5-product quality, 6-
customer service, 7-premium 
pricing, 8-selective distribution, 
9-advertising, 10-internal sales 
force, and 11-support to 
promotion process. 
Profitability 
   -Compared to industry average 
   -Compared to business unit 
objectives 
Market performance 
   -Sales growth 
   -Market share 
Cluster 
analysis 
Matching 
Four types of marketing strategy 
identified (i.e. “aggressive marketers”, 
“mass marketers”, “marketing 
minimisers”, and “value marketers”) 
Superior performance at the firm or 
strategic business unit level is 
achieved when specific marketing 
strategy type is matched with 
appropriate Miles and Snows business 
strategy types. 
Nair and 
Filer 
(2003) 
Realized strategy variables 
   -Cost efficiency 
   -Capital expenditures 
   -Capital intensity 
-- -- 
Cluster 
analysis 
Several strategies displayed slow 
adjustment characteristics. All of the 
strategies that displayed these 
properties were co-integrated within 
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   -Exports 
   Size of firms 
the group. 
Reeves et 
al. (2003) 
Strategy making variables 
   - Innovation 
   -Adaptiveness 
   -Integration of decisions 
   -Conscious strategic analysis 
   -Multiplexity 
   -Futurity of decisions 
   -Risk taking 
   -Precedents 
 
Environmental variables 
   -Dynamism 
   -Heterogeneity 
   -Hostility 
Organisational structure 
   -Scanning 
   -Delegation of operating 
authority 
   -Centralization of strategy 
making power 
   -Resource availability 
   -Management tenure 
   -Controls 
   -Internal communication 
   -Organizational differentiation 
  -Technocratization  
Financial success 
Cluster 
analysis 
Five financially successful and five 
financially less successful 
configurations are identified. 
Vorhies 
and 
Morgan 
(2003) 
Business strategy 
   -Prospectors 
   -Analysers 
   -Defenders 
Marketing organisation 
characteristics 
   -Structural characteristics 
   -Task Characteristics 
Marketing effectiveness 
Share growth 
Sales growth 
Market position goals 
Marketing efficiency 
The ratio of marketing expenses 
to the firm’s gross operating 
revenue 
The ratio of selling expenses to 
the firm’s gross operating 
revenue 
Profile 
deviation 
Marketing organization fit with 
strategic type is associated with 
marketing effectiveness in prospector, 
defender, and analyser strategic types 
and with marketing efficiency in 
prospector and defender strategic 
types. 
Jermias 
and Gani 
(2004) 
Business strategy 
   -Low cost 
   -Product differentiation 
-Degree of centralization 
-Type of control 
-Management accounting system 
Business unit performance 
Profile 
deviation 
The degree of contingent fit has a 
positive association with business 
unit effectiveness. 
Spanos et 
al. (2004) 
Business strategy 
   -Low cost  
Industry effects 
   -Concentration 
Price-cost margin 
Clustering 
analysis 
Hybrid strategies are clearly 
preferable compared to Porter’s 
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   -Marketing-based 
differentiation  
   -Technology-based 
differentiation  
 
   -Advertising intensity 
   -Cost efficiency 
   -Capital intensity 
   -Technology intensity 
   -Growth rate 
typology of strategy. The more 
generic strategy dimensions are 
included in the strategy mix, the more 
profitable the strategy is, provided 
that one of the key ingredients is low 
cost. 
Birkinsha
w and 
Lingblad 
(2005) 
-- 
Environmental equivocality 
Industry maturity 
Market heterogeneity 
Decentralization of decision 
making 
Normative integration 
Fungibility of unit capabilities 
Level of charter overlap 
Charter definition state (solid vs 
fluid) 
Theoretically 
derived 
Two generic forms of intrafirm 
competition are identified: Dynamic 
community and coexistence 
Desarbo et 
al. (2005) 
Business strategy 
   -Prospectors 
   -Analysers 
   -Defenders 
   -Reactors 
Structure 
Market-linking capabilities 
Technological capabilities 
Marketing capabilities 
Information technology 
capabilities 
Management capabilities 
Environmental dimensions 
Technological environment 
uncertainty 
Market environment uncertainty 
Competitive environment 
uncertainty 
Profitability 
   -Total revenue 
   -Total variable cost/total 
revenue 
   -Average percentage of return 
on investment 
   -Return on investment 
   -Return on assets 
   -Relative market shares 
   -Overall customer retention 
   -Retention of major customers 
   -Sales growth rate 
   -Overall profit margin 
   -Overall sales relative to the 
objective for business unit 
   -Overall return on investment 
relative to the objective for 
business unit 
Cluster 
analysis 
The empirically derived clusters 
dominate the traditional Prospector-
Analyser-Defender-Reactor typology 
of Miles and Snow based on both 
variable battery associations and 
objective statistical criteria. 
Jermias 
and Gani 
(2005) 
Business strategy 
   -Low cost 
   -Product differentiation 
-Degree of centralization 
-Type of control 
-Management accounting system 
Business unit performance 
   -Return on investment 
   -Profit / -Cash flow 
Profile 
deviation 
Contingent-fit is positively related to 
business-unit performance and 
widely held business-units perform 
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   -Cost control 
   -Development of new product 
   -Sales volume 
   -Market share 
   -Market development 
   -Personnel development 
better than their closely held 
counterparts.  
Olson et al. 
(2005) 
Business strategy 
   -Prospectors 
   -Analysers 
   -Low cost defenders 
   -Differentiated defenders 
Marketing organisation 
structure 
   -Formalisation 
   -Decentralisation 
   -Specialization 
Marketing organisation 
behaviour 
   -Customer orientation 
   -Competitor orientation 
   -Innovation orientation 
   -Internal/cost orientation 
Overall business performance 
   -Meeting expectations 
   -Exceeding from competitors in 
terms of overall performance 
   -Top management satisfaction 
Moderation 
Overall firm performance is 
influenced by how well the marketing 
organization’s structural 
characteristics and strategic 
behavioural emphases complement 
alternative business strategies. 
Vorhies 
and 
Morgan 
(2005) 
-- 
Marketing capabilities 
   -Pricing 
   -Product development 
   -Channel management 
   -Marketing communication 
   -Selling 
   -Market information 
management 
   -Marketing planning 
   -Marketing implementation 
A higher-order construct: 
    -Customer satisfaction: 
(delivering value, delivering 
customers’ needs, and retaining 
valued customers) 
   -Market effectiveness: (market 
share growth, acquiring new 
customers, and increasing sales 
to existing customer) 
Profitability: (business unit 
profitability, return on 
investment, return on sales, and 
reaching financial goals) 
Profile 
deviation 
Business performance benefits from 
benchmarking the marketing 
capabilities of top-performing firms. 
Das et al. 
(2006) 
--- 
Internal integration practice 
External integration practice  
Manufacturing performance 
   -Firm level profit 
   -Sales growth 
   -Return on assets 
Profile 
deviation 
Moderation  
Deviations from the optimal profile 
are associated with performance 
deterioration. 
Indiscriminate and continued 
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   -Market growth investments in integration may not 
yield commensurate improvements in 
performance 
Hult et al. 
(2006) 
Business strategy 
    -Prospectors 
   -Analysers 
   -Low-cost defenders 
   -Differentiated defenders 
   -Reactors 
Knowledge elements 
   -Memory  
   -Tacitness of knowledge 
   -Accessibility of knowledge 
   -Quality of knowledge 
   -Knowledge use 
   -Knowledge intensity 
   -Responsiveness 
   -Learning capacity 
Superior success in order 
fulfilment  
   -Speed  
   -Quality  
   -Cost  
   -Flexibility 
Profile 
deviation 
Capitalizing on knowledge can create 
superior performance in supply 
chains, but only if the relative 
emphasis on various knowledge 
elements match strategy. 
Katsikeas 
et al. 
(2006) 
Marketing strategy 
   -Standardization 
   -Adaptation 
Macro environmental factors 
   -Economic environment 
   -Regulatory environment 
   -Technological intensity and 
velocity 
   -Customs and traditions 
Micro-environmental factors 
   -Customer characteristics 
   -Marketing infrastructure 
   -Product lifecycle 
   -Competitive intensity 
Higher-order construct: 
   -Sales performance (sales 
performance, sales growth, new 
product sales) 
   -Financial performance 
(profitability, return on 
investment, profit growth) 
   -Customer performance 
(customer satisfaction and 
customer retention) 
Matching 
Degree of strategy standardization is 
significantly related to similarity 
between markets with respect to 
regulatory environments, 
technological intensity and velocity, 
customs and traditions, customer 
characteristics, a product’s stage in its 
life cycle, and competitive intensity.  
Superior performance results from 
strategy standardization only to the 
extent that there is fit or coalignment 
between the MNC’s environmental 
context and its international 
marketing strategy choice. 
Lim et al. 
(2006) 
 
Standardisation-adaptation of 
marketing mix elements 
Concentration-dispersion of 
marketing value chain activities 
Integration-independence of 
competitive actions 
 
Case coding 
and 
clustering 
Three distinct international 
marketing strategy archetypes 
introduced (i.e. global marketers, 
Infrastructural Minimalists, and 
Tactical Coordinators). 
Payne 
(2006) 
  - Pricing 
   -Research and development 
Expansiveness 
   -Organisation size 
Sales 
Equity and investment 
Cluster 
analysis 
The configuration type aligning with 
the preferred functional demand of 
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   -Production and operations 
capacity 
   -Scope of activities 
   -Distribution 
   -Production and operations 
capabilities 
   -Physical size 
   -Geographic dispersion 
Relational structure 
   -Management contracting 
   -Horizontal relationships 
   -Vertical Relationships 
Assets 
Margin and profit 
 
Deviation 
logic 
quality performs relatively higher 
than those aligning with operational 
efficiency or attempting to meet both 
demands. The greater the 
organization’s deviation from that 
design, the lower the financial 
performance. 
Slater et al. 
(2006) 
Business strategy 
   -Prospectors 
   -Low-cost defenders 
   -Differentiated defenders 
   -Analyser 
Strategic formation capabilities 
   -Mission/goal clarity 
   -Situation analysis 
   -Comprehensiveness 
   -Strategy formation process 
Firm overall performance 
   -Meeting expectations 
   -Exceeding from competitors in 
terms of overall performance 
   -Top management satisfaction 
Moderation 
Strategic orientation moderates the 
relationship between different 
elements of the strategy formation 
capability and performance. 
Auh and 
Menguc 
(2007) 
Control 
   -Centralisation 
   -Formalisation 
Customer orientation 
Firm performance 
   -Return on investment 
   -Return on sales 
   -Profit growth 
   -Sales growth 
   -Market share growth 
Moderation 
Centralization has negative effect on 
customer orientation formation and 
implementation.  
Formalization has a positive effect on 
the implementation of customer 
orientation.  
Customer orientation has a positive 
effect on firm performance when a 
decentralized organization is coupled 
with formalization. 
Hoffmann 
(2007) 
Portfolio strategy 
   -Shaping 
   -Adapting 
   -Stabilizing 
Alliance portfolio 
   -Number of alliances 
   -Linkage intensity of alliances 
   -Dispersion of alliances 
   -Redundancy of alliances 
   -Stability of alliances 
Financial performance 
   -Net operating profit after 
taxes 
   -Return on capital employed 
Case study 
Three distinct types of portfolio 
strategies at business level are 
identified. An alliance portfolio 
evolves from adapting to shaping and 
to exploiting (stabilizing), according 
to the state of strategic uncertainty 
and the firm’s resource endowment. 
Hughes 
and 
Morgan 
(2007) 
 
Strategic capital 
   -Product-market strategy 
championing 
   -Strategy commitment 
   -Implementation support  
Product-market strategy 
performance 
   -Providing value for customers 
   -Attaining growth 
   -Securing market share 
Cluster 
analysis 
A cluster analysis of strategic capital 
variables revealed four groups that 
are labeled as “unsuccessful 
strategists”, “hopeful strategists”, 
“fortunate strategists”, and “successful 
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   -Implementation effectiveness 
   -Learning 
   -Memory 
   -Keeping current customers 
   -Attracting new customers 
Business performance 
strategists”.  
Successful strategists are endowed 
with significantly greater levels of 
resources in contrast to other groups. 
Hughes et 
al. (2007) 
Levels of exploitative learning 
   -Weak 
   -Moderate 
   -Strong 
Proactiveness 
Risk-taking 
Innovativeness 
Market performance 
   -Sales turnover 
   -Market share 
Response performance 
Profile 
deviation 
Firms cannot sustain dual-dominant 
orientations of exploitative learning 
and entrepreneurial orientation. A 
strongly configured entrepreneurial 
orientation generates high 
performance returns, particularly in 
those firms whose exploitative 
learning is weak. 
Hult et al. 
(2007) 
Logistics Strategies 
   -Semi extended strategy 
   -Fully extended strategy 
   -De-coupled strategy 
   -Centralised extended strategy 
Service quality 
Product quality 
e-Business quality 
Customers’ behavioural 
repurchase intentions 
Profile 
deviation 
Each of the four logistics strategies is 
viable and results in superior 
performance if it closely 
approximates its ideal configuration.  
Kabadayi 
et al. 
(2007) 
Business strategy 
   -Differentiation 
   -Cost leadership 
Organisational structure 
   -Formalisation 
   -Centralisation  
   -Specialisation 
Environment dimensions 
   -Complexity 
   -Dynamism (frequency of 
changes) 
   -Predictability of changes 
   -Environmental munificence 
Channel system’s contribution to 
   -Overall sales 
   -Business profit 
   -Growth 
Global channel performance 
Clustering 
Profile 
deviation 
Two superior configurations of 
channel distribution are identified.  
A channel system’s contribution to its 
firm’s performance is greatest when 
that channel system’s structural 
profile is closest to the profiles of top- 
contributing channel systems 
operating under similar strategic and 
environmental conditions. 
Myers et al. 
(2007) 
 
Environmental dimensions 
Domestic market 
Foreign market 
Structure 
Integration 
Strategic orientation 
Standardisation 
Venture performance 
   -Economic objectives 
   -Strategic objectives 
Moderation 
Moderating effects of organizational 
factors on the market congruence-
venture performance relationship are 
counter-intuitive to transaction cost 
and market replication theories 
perspectives. 
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Pinto and 
Curto 
(2007) 
Business Strategy 
   -Prospectors 
   -Analysers 
   -Defenders 
-Rate of growth in units 
-Rate of growth in value 
-Number of different product 
-Number of competitors 
-Number of products with less 
than one year 
-Number of products with less 
than two years 
Return on investment 
Cluster 
analysis 
Profile 
deviation 
Configurational misfit has a negative 
and statistically significant impact on 
the organizational performance. 
Short et al. 
(2007) 
-- 
Scope of operations 
Resource deployment methods 
Short term return on assets 
Market measure (Tobin’s Q) 
Default risk (Altman’s Z) 
Cluster 
analysis 
Based on cluster analysis four 
strategic groups are identified at three 
different levels i.e. firm-, strategic 
group-, and industry-level. 
All three levels are significantly 
associated with performance. The 
firm effect is the strongest, while the 
strategic group effect rivals and for 
some measures outweighs the 
industry effect. 
Slater et al. 
(2007) 
Business strategy 
   -Prospectors 
   -Analysers 
   -Low-cost defenders 
   -Differentiated defenders 
Strategic behaviour 
   -Customer orientation 
   -Competitor orientation 
   -Technological orientation 
Target market selection 
   -Innovators 
   -Early adopters 
   -Early majority 
   -Late majority 
   -Laggards 
Firm overall performance 
   -Meeting expectations 
   -Exceeding from competitors in 
terms of overall performance 
   -Top management satisfaction 
Moderation 
The effect of strategic behaviour and 
target market selection on firm 
performance is moderated by firm’s 
business strategy. 
Ward et al. 
(2007) 
Business strategy 
   -Broad-based competitors 
   -Differentiation 
   -Price leaders 
Manufacturing investment 
decisions 
Structural factors 
Infrastructural factors 
-- 
Cluster 
analysis 
Following cluster analysis, three 
business strategy-based groups of 
firms are indentified (i.e. broad-based 
competitors, differentiators, and price 
leaders) that differ in their emphasis 
on several of the structural and 
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infrastructural areas of 
manufacturing. 
Gebauer 
(2008) 
Business strategy 
   -Cost leadership 
   -Product differentiation 
   -Service Differentiation 
   -Service marketing 
differentiation 
   -Service offering 
External environment 
Competitive intensity in the 
product filed 
   -Competitive intensity in the 
service field 
   -Market growth 
   -Customer’s price sensitivity 
   -Customer’s strategic options 
for operating the product 
Reduction in the initial 
investment 
   -Reduction of the capital 
employed 
   -Change from fix to variable 
costs 
Exploratory 
factor and 
cluster 
analysis 
Four different service strategies are 
identified that include after-sales 
service providers (ASPs), customer 
support providers (CSPs), outsourcing 
partners (OPs), and development 
partners (DPs). 
Hill and 
Birkinsha
w (2008) 
Strategic classification of 
corporate venture units 
   -Internal explorer 
   -External explorer 
   -Internal exploiter 
   -External exploiter 
Organizational profile 
   -Network of relationships 
   -Activities of unit 
   -Management systems 
Cross-sectional performance 
   -Financial performance 
   -Technological performance 
   -Entrepreneurial performance 
Profile 
deviation 
The structures and systems used by 
venture units are a function of their 
strategic role.  
Venture units’ performance is higher 
when internal elements are aligned.  
Exploitation-oriented units survive 
for longer than exploration-oriented 
units. 
Hughes 
and 
Morgan 
(2008) 
Business strategy 
   -Prospectors 
   -Analysers 
   -Defenders 
Learning 
Information distribution 
Strategy commitment 
Strategy support 
Implementation capability 
Financial performance 
   -Return on investment 
   -Overall firm performance 
   -Profitability 
Customer-market performance 
   -Customer satisfaction 
   -Customer retention 
Profile 
deviation 
For analysers and defenders, the 
greater fit between the strategic 
resources of marketing organisations 
and product-market strategy 
encourages superior financial and 
customer-market performance.  
No significant relationship is found for 
prospectors. 
Kabanoff 
and Brown 
(2008) 
Business strategy 
   -Prospectors 
   -Analysers 
   -Defenders 
Strategic knowledge structures  
Cluster 
analysis 
A cluster analysis of the content of 
managerial attention in annual 
reports indicates three cognitive 
strategic groups that show alignment 
with Miles and Snow’s strategic types. 
Menguc 
and Auh 
Business strategy 
   -Prospectors 
Market orientation 
Exploration  
Firm performance 
   -Profitability 
Moderation 
Market orientation moderated the 
impact of ambidexterity on firm 
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(2008)    -Defenders Exploitation 
Ambidexterity 
   -Return on investment 
   -Return on sales 
   -Return on assets 
   -Profit growth 
   -Sales growth 
   -Market share growth 
   -Cash flow from operations 
performance. 
Swaminath
an et al. 
(2008) 
 
Strategic emphasis alignment 
   -Relative emphasis on building 
marketing and research and 
development resources 
Merger motive 
   -Consolidation 
   -Related diversification 
   -Unrelated diversification 
Portfolio abnormal return 
Coalignment 
Matching 
Strategic emphasis alignment-the 
extent to which the resource 
configurations of acquirer and target 
firms are similar to or distinct from 
one another-facilitates value creation. 
Toh et al. 
(2008) 
Human resource bundles 
   -Cost minimiser 
   -Contingent motivator 
   -Competitive motivator 
   -Resource maker 
   -Commitment maximiser 
Organisational value 
   -People orientation 
   -Innovation 
   -Stability 
Organisational structure 
   -Mechanistic structure 
   -Union representation 
Organisational size 
Annual performance goal 
Negotiated performance goal 
Cluster 
analysis 
Five human resource bundles are 
identified: cost minimisers, contingent 
motivators, competitive motivators, 
resource makers, and commitment 
maximisers. Organizations that use a 
given type of HR bundle may be 
distinguished by the organizational 
values they pursue and their 
organizational structure. 
Zott and 
Amit 
(2008) 
Product-market strategy 
   -Differentiation 
   -Cost leadership 
   -Timing of Entry 
Business model 
   -Novelty 
   -Efficiency 
Firm’s stock market value 
Hierarchical 
OLS 
regression 
Novelty-centred business models—
coupled with product market 
strategies that emphasize 
differentiation, cost leadership, or 
early market entry—can enhance firm 
performance. 
Hultman et 
al. (2009) 
Export product strategy 
   -Adapted 
   -Standardised 
Environmental dimension 
-Macro environment  
-Micro environment 
-Internal environment 
Export performance 
   -Market performance (sales 
volume, sales growth, and 
market share) 
Profile 
deviation 
An array of forces from the macro-, 
micro-, and internal environments 
drives product adaptation, which 
affects the nature of product strategy 
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   -Financial performance 
(profitability as a percentage of 
sales, return on investment, 
profit margin, and profit growth) 
   -Customer performance 
(customer satisfaction, customer 
retention, customer referral, and 
new customer generation) 
fit and its performance outcomes. 
Sirmon 
and Hitt 
(2009) 
-- 
Resource investment 
    -Physical capital investment 
    -Human capital investment 
Resource Deployment 
- Firm economic performance Matching 
Firm performance suffers when 
managers’ investment decisions 
deviate from the norms of rivals for 
both human and physical capital. 
However, when deployment decisions 
support investment decisions, greater 
investment deviation, both high and 
low, generally enhances performance.  
Vorhies et 
al. (2009) 
Product-Market Strategy 
   -Differentiation 
   -Cost-focus 
   -Product-market scope 
Marketing Capabilities 
   -Architectural capabilities 
     -Specialized capabilities 
     -Integration of architectural 
and specialized capabilities 
Market effectiveness 
   -Achieving performance goals 
   -Market share growth 
   -Desired market positions 
Cash flow 
Mediation 
Both architectural and specialized 
marketing capabilities, and their 
integration, positively mediate the 
product-market strategy and derived 
business unit performance 
relationship. 
Hoetker 
and 
Mellewigt 
(2009) 
Governance mechanism 
   -Formal governance 
mechanism 
   -Relational governance 
mechanism 
Property-based assets 
Knowledge-based assets 
Alliance performance 
   -Cost reduction 
   -Risk reduction 
   -Time advantages 
   -Access to (new markets, 
network infrastructure, sales 
network, technical know-how, 
and marketing/sales know-how) 
   -Utilization of own network 
infrastructure and sales network 
Matching 
The optimal configuration of formal 
and relational governance 
mechanisms depends on the assets 
involved in an alliance, with formal 
mechanisms best suited to property-
based assets and relational 
governance best suited to knowledge-
based assets. A mismatch between 
governance mechanisms and asset 
type can decrease the performance of 
the alliance. 
Morgan et Market orientation Marketing capabilities Market effectiveness Moderation Market orientation and marketing 
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al. (2009)    -Market intelligence generation 
   -Market intelligence 
dissemination 
   -Responsiveness to market 
intelligence 
   -Pricing 
   -Product management 
   -Distribution management 
   -Marketing communication 
   -Selling 
   -Marketing planning 
   -Marketing implementation 
   -Market share growth 
   -Acquiring new customers 
   -Increasing sales to current 
customers 
   -Growth in sales revenue 
Profitability 
   -Business unit profitability 
   -Return on investment 
   -Return on sales 
   -Reaching financial goals 
capabilities are complementary assets 
that contribute to superior firm 
performance. 
Anisimova 
and 
Mavondo 
(2010) 
Corporate branding 
Corporate associations 
Corporate personality 
Salespersons’ job benefit 
Job satisfaction 
Salesperson commitment 
Profile 
deviation 
Deviation of salespeople from the 
corporate perspective is related to 
their satisfaction and commitment. 
Flynn et al. 
(2010) 
 
Supplier integration 
Internal integration 
Customer integration 
Business performance 
Operational performance 
Cluster 
analysis 
Five clusters identified:  
“Low uniform”, “medium uniform”, 
“high uniform”, “medium customer 
learning”, and “high customer 
learning”.  
Supply chain integration is related to 
both operational and business 
performance 
Gruber et 
al. (2010) 
-- 
Tangible resources 
Intangible resources 
Capabilities 
Sales and distribution 
performance 
Firm performance 
   -Financial performance 
   -Firm Growth 
Partial Least 
Square (PLS) 
Cluster 
analysis 
Four clusters of firms are identified 
that deploy different configurations of 
resources and capabilities of which 
two are associated with superior 
performance. 
Najafi 
Tavani et 
al. (2010) 
Subsidiary strategic role  
   -Global innovator 
   -Integrated player 
   -Implementor 
   -Local innovator 
Organisational structure 
   -Integrative mechanism 
   -Subsidiary autonomy 
   -Shared value 
   -Internal embeddedness 
   -Influence 
Knowledge development 
Profile 
deviation 
The fit between the subsidiary role 
and organizational characteristics is 
significantly associated with the 
subsidiaries’ ability in developing 
knowledge. 
Oerlemans -- Interorganisational relationship -- Cluster Four configurations identified: “lone 
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and 
Knoben 
(2010) 
configurations 
   -Buyer 
   -Supplier 
   -Competitor 
   -Consultants 
   -Public research labs 
   -Universities 
   -Innovation centres 
   -Sector institutes  
analysis innovator”, “diverse and shallow 
networker”, “diverse and deep 
networker”, and “ business 
configuration”. 
Internal knowledge use by firms, and 
the types of innovative activities in 
which they engage, are strong 
predictors of firm membership in 
different configurations. 
Slater et al. 
(2010) 
Business strategy 
   -Prospectors 
   -Analysers 
   -Low-cost defenders 
   -Differentiated defenders 
   -Relative quality 
   -Relative cost 
   -Environmental uncertainty 
   -Marketing strategy creativity  
   -Marketing strategy 
implementations 
Overall performance 
   -Meeting expectations 
   -Exceeding from competitors in 
terms of overall performance 
   -Top management satisfaction 
   -Room for improvement in 
terms of overall performance 
   -Competitors respect the 
performance of this business 
Moderation 
Environmental uncertainty and 
business strategy moderate the 
impact of marketing strategy 
creativity and marketing strategy 
implementations on firm performance 
(Zaefarian 
et al. 2011) 
Business strategy 
   -Prospectors 
   -Analysers 
   -Defenders 
Relationship structure 
   -Interpersonal trust 
   -Interorganisational trust 
   -Affective commitment 
   -Behavioural commitment 
   -Information sharing 
   -Relationship specific 
investment  
   -Cooperation 
Firm performance 
-Meeting expectations 
   -Exceeding from competitors in 
terms of overall performance 
   -Top management satisfaction 
Relationship performance 
   -Relationship efficiency 
   -Relationship effectiveness 
Profile 
deviation 
The more similar configurations of 
relationship characteristics are to 
those of the top performing 
companies for their given business 
strategy type, the higher is both their 
relationship performance and their 
firm's performance. 
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The immediate insight that can be inferred from these studies is that 
configuration-based research is fragmented and sporadic among different 
disciplines. It is applied to several disciplines of research including 
organisation studies (e.g. Hill and Birkinshaw 2008; Pérez-Nordtvedt et al. 
2008), human resource management (e.g. Toh et al. 2008; Wright and Snell 
1998), knowledge management (e.g. Hult et al. 2006; Kabanoff and Brown 
2008), knowledge transfer (e.g. Oerlemans and Knoben 2010), marketing (e.g. 
Olson et al. 2005; Vorhies and Morgan 2003), marketing strategy (e.g. Slater et 
al. 2010; Slater et al. 2007), innovation (e.g. Nobel and Birkinshaw 1998), 
international business (e.g. Birkinshaw and Morrison 1995), multi-national 
enterprise (e.g. Rosenzweig and Singh 1991), corporate branding (e.g. 
Anisimova and Mavondo 2010), supply chain management (e.g. Day and 
Lichtenstein 2006), and governance mechanisms (e.g. Bensaou and 
Venkatraman 1995; Hoetker and Mellewigt 2009).  
The common attribute among all these papers is that within any given context, 
some configurations are more successful and fit better than others. The 
primary goal of all these papers is to find sets of firms that follow the same 
pattern and thus manifest similar characteristics such as strategy and 
structure. This goal stems from the assumption that organisational phenomena 
can be better understood by focusing on distinct, internally consistent groups 
of firms than by focusing on samplewide observed organisations (Ketchen et al. 
1993). However, this gives rise to a major problem within configuration 
research, which is inconsistent use of the term ‘strategic groups’. Different 
researchers use the term strategic groups, archetypes, generic strategies and 
organisational forms interchangeably, which causes ambiguity because 
multiple definitions are in play. Short et al. (2008) provided guidance for 
determining the correct con<iguration term (Figure 3.3). This guidance can be 
used in classifying existing research.  
Strategic groups are context-specific configurations. These studies classify 
firms based on some aspects of competitive strategy. Examples of these studies 
include Short et al. (2007), Nair and Filer (2003), and McNamara et al. (2003). 
Archetypes are also context-specific, however, these studies focus on some 
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aspects of organisational features in grouping firms. An example of such an 
approach is that of Payne (2006).  
Generic strategies on the other hand are generalisable in that they can be 
applied to a variety of contexts and are identified based on competitive 
strategy. Porter’s (1980) is an elegant example of generic strategies. Hoffmann 
(2007) and Spanos et al. (2004) also developed a typology of generic strategies. 
Finally, organisational forms refer to those typologies that are developed based 
on organisational features that can be applied to several contexts. Miles and 
Snow’s (1978) is a well-known organisational form. Other examples of 
organisational forms include the works of Slater and Olson (2001; 2000). 
Despite the clear distinction in the definition of generic strategies and 
organisational forms, researchers often failed to realise the difference between 
generic strategies and organisational forms in their research. For example, they 
incorporate strategy-based variables in classifying firms according to Miles and 
Snow’s (1978) typology of organisational forms. This potentially results in 
developing logically misleading conclusions in that characteristics of strategy 
variables are attributed to organisational structure and vice versa. 
Consequesntly the term strategy is used to denote alternative phenomena, 
thereby inhibiting synthesis across different studies (Short et al. 2008).   
Figure 3.3: classification of configurational terms 
  
Primary basis for identifying 
organisational configurations 
  Competitive 
strategy 
Organisational 
feature 
Context-
specific 
Strategic 
groups 
Archetypes 
Applicability 
of 
organisational 
configurations 
Generalisable 
Generic 
strategies 
Organizational 
forms 
Source: adapted from Short et al. (2008) 
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Existing configuration-based research can also be classified in terms of the 
number of domains. Dess et al. (1993) stipulated the advantages and 
disadvantages of using single, two or multiple domains in the study of 
organisational configurations. Although a number of studies can be found that 
focused on a single domain (e.g. Flynn et al. 2010; Gruber et al. 2010; Nair and 
Filer 2003) or multiple domains (e.g. Desarbo et al. 2005; Kabadayi et al. 2007), 
however most pertinent studies focused on two domains, most notably the fit 
between strategy and structure (e.g. Hill and Birkinshaw 2008; Olson et al. 
2005; Vorhies and Morgan 2003).  
Finally, in terms of fit operationalisation, the majority of existing research 
utilised cluster analysis to typify organisational forms and in some cases to 
develop a typology of generic strategies. Table 3.2 suggests that cluster analysis 
has remained a popular statistical technique used to derive groupings. From 
the total of 50 studies that have been reviewed here, a total of 19 studies (i.e. 
38%) utilised cluster analysis, 16 of the studies (i.e. 32%) utilised <it as pro<ile 
deviation, 10 studies (i.e. 20%) utilised <it as moderation, and the remaining 
studies utilised other techniques including fit as mediation and fit as matching. 
While cluster analysis is primarily used to derive groupings, the fit as profile 
deviation approach is used to utilise the notion of configuration as ideal types. 
This issue will be discussed further in Section 3.5.2.  
3.4. The concept of 2it 
In strategy literature the concept of fit is defined as “the degree to which the 
needs, demands, goals, objectives, and/or structures of one component are 
consistent with the needs, demands, goals, objectives, and/or structures of 
another component” (Nadler and Tushman 1980, p. 45). This definition of fit 
invokes high levels of alignment in order to achieve superior performance. 
Since ‘fit’ refers to the alignment of a given strategy to the characteristics of a 
firm’s organizational contingencies (Venkatraman 1989), not all organizational 
constellations, representing implementation decisions regarding the make-up 
of a firm, are equally optimal. Furthermore, fit or coalignment of organisational 
configurations may be beneficial for one unique strategy type, but not 
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necessarily be advantageous for other types (Ginsberg and Venkatraman 1985; 
Miller 1992; Venkatraman 1989). This concept is used in theory construction in 
different streams of research including organisational research (e.g. Van de Ven 
and Drazin 1985), strategic management (e.g. Miles and Snow 1978), and 
marketing (e.g. Kabadayi et al. 2007; Vorhies and Morgan 2003).  
Since the main aim of assessing the fit is to find the most efficient and 
congruent coalignment of the underlying internal and/or external 
organizational elements for a specific strategy, achieving better fit is posited to 
lead to superior performance (Venkatraman 1990). Thus the central 
proposition of this concept is that the ‘fit’ between strategy and its context (i.e. 
structure) has significant positive implications for performance. In other 
words, aligning elements of strategy and context is a prerequisite of superior 
performance. Context usually refers to organisational structure (Birkinshaw 
and Morrison 1995; Hill and Birkinshaw 2008; Olson et al. 2005; Vorhies and 
Morgan 2003), however, some studies incorporated the external environment 
(e.g. Gebauer 2008; Kabadayi et al. 2007; Ruekert et al. 1985). This study aims 
to examine the fit between strategy and structure, therefore, as presented in 
Figure 3.1, the strategic <it in this research involves three dimensions: Strategy 
(i.e. Miles and Snow’s (1978) typology); Structure (i.e. relationship 
characteristics); and organisational performance (i.e. overall performance, 
marketing effectiveness, customer satisfaction, and relationship performance). 
However, it has to be noted that this ‘fit optimisation’, or congruency, is 
obviously dynamic, and therefore subject to change, depending on dynamic 
changes within an organization and its environment (Zajac et al. 2000).  
The concept of fit is well developed within both the contingency approach and 
the configuration approach. However, configuration-based strategic fits are 
considered to be superior (Meyer et al. 1993; Miller 1981) because the 
configuration approach considers multiple underlying elements and their 
simultaneous impact on organisational outcome whereas the contingency 
approach is based on reductionism and as such it examines a linear causal 
relationship between pairs of elements of interest.  
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Several approaches exist to analyse the fit between the elements of the strategy 
and the elements of the organisational structure, each with specific 
implications for how the relationships between the chosen elements are 
conceptualized (Venkatraman and Camillus 1984). Different conceptualizations 
of fit are discussed in the next section.  
3.5. The classification of fit 
There are two main classifications of fit conceptualisations (Gerdin and Greve 
2004), as shown in Figure 3.4. One is based on the contingency approach and 
the other on the configuration approach. I will briefly explain the contingency-
based <it in Section 3.5.1. However, since this study is based on the 
configuration approach, the conceptualisation of fit from the configuration 
approach perspective will be explained in more detail in Section 3.5.2. This 
section will explain that there are two approaches to the conceptualisation of 
the fit from configuration perspective namely the inductive and the deductive 
approaches. The deductive approach is comprised of descriptive and normative 
methods. The reason why the normative methods are deemed more 
appropriate for this research are discussed. The four different normative 
methods of fit will be explained in the following subsections.  
Figure 3.4: A classi<icatory framework for mapping different approaches to fit 
operationalisation. 
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3.5.1. Contingency-based fit 
Van de Ven and Drazin (1985) introduced three mutually distinctive methods 
of fit conceptualisation based on the contingency theory perspective. These are 
labelled ‘selection’, ‘interaction’, and ‘systems’ respectively. These approaches 
have been applied to the models that are derived from contingency theory (e.g. 
Selto et al. 1995). Each of these three fit approaches changes the essential 
meaning of contingency theory and the expected empirical results 
considerably. This is because the concept of fit is central to the development of 
contingency theory, to the data collection, and to the statistical techniques used 
to examine the propositions (Drazin and Van de Ven 1985). 
In the selection method, fit is “the result of an evolutionary process of adaptation 
that ensures that only the best-performing organisations survive” (Drazin and 
Van de Ven 1985, p. 516). Accordingly, contingency theory suggests that fit 
should be examined separately between the elements of different domains (i.e. 
strategy and structure) and the performance. Therefore, in this approach, fit is 
simply analysed as the pair-wise correlation between the elements of interest.  
Fit as interaction focuses on the interaction of the pairs of the elements of 
organisational structure and the elements of strategy and examines the effect 
of these interactions on performance. This approach aims to explain the 
variations in performance from the interaction of the organisational structure 
and strategy. Therefore, the fit can be analysed as strategy-structure 
interaction terms of a multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) or a linear 
regression equation.  
However, the major deficiencies of these two approaches is that they take only 
one element of strategy and one element of structure into consideration at a 
time in examining the fit. Hence, they are criticised for being reductionist given 
that they cannot consider multiple elements and the interaction of these 
elements on performance. To overcome this major shortcoming, Drazin and 
Van de Ven (1985) introduced the system approach in which multiple elements 
of structure and strategy are simultaneously considered in the model using 
multivariate analysis. Therefore, this approach consists of several methods to 
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examine the pattern of interdependencies between the elements of interest.  
In the fit as system approach the assumption is that there are a limited number 
of feasible sets of equally effective alternative internally consistent 
configurations and firms can chose any of these forms according to 
contingencies facing the firms. Therefore the argument in this fit method is that 
the more an organisation deviates from the ideal type, the lower the expected 
performance. This approach to fit conceptualisation is similar to the 
configuration theory-based conceptualisation of fit. This is because it reacted 
against the reductionism problem of contingency theory by shifting toward the 
holistic view of configuration theory and by employing multivariate analysis.  
3.5.2. Con2iguration-based fit 
There are two major approaches to define and compare organisational 
configurations. The inductive approach to configuration primarily focuses on 
the empirical classification of organisations (Ketchen et al. 1993). This is the 
predominant approach in the study of configurations. Several researchers 
advocate it in studying the fit between strategy and structure and examining the 
relationship between such a fit and performance. The inductive approach 
primarily uses cluster analysis to find patterns of similarity between the 
elements of strategy and structure. Therefore the main outcome of this 
approach is the development of groups of firms that share similar 
characteristics. For example Hambrick (1984) applied cluster analysis in his 
study of strategy and addressed selected conceptual and methodological issues. 
Miller and Friesen (1984) also suggested q-factor analysis. Several other 
statistical techniques including analysis of variance (ANOVA), multiple analysis 
of variance (MANOVA), and discriminant analysis have also been used in 
conjunction with cluster analysis to compare the derived configurations against 
a set of performance variables. Several researchers followed this approach in 
testing the strategy-structure fit and its relationship with performance (e.g. 
Kabadayi et al. 2007; Kabanoff and Brown 2008; Taggart 1998) and to identify 
archetypes of organisations based on a number of organisational characteristics 
(e.g. Flynn et al. 2010; Gruber et al. 2010).  
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However, this approach suffers from both a lack of a rigorous theoretical 
grounding and a lack of evidence on the relationship between strategic 
grouping (i.e. derived solely from the strategy domain) and performance 
(Barney and Hoskisson 1990). This has led some researchers to cast doubt on 
the appropriateness of this approach. For example Ketchen et al. (1993, p. 
1284) argued that the “posteriori nature of the inductive studies suggest that they 
are not maximally robust tests of the configurations-performance relationship”. 
As such these deficits call for theory-based models that permit researchers to 
predict performance and enable them to explain performance differences. This 
need gave rise to the deductive approach, which serves as a more rigorous test 
as an alternative to inductive approach (Drazin and Van de Ven 1985; Van de 
Ven and Drazin 1985).  
Adoping the deductive approach, Venkatraman (1989) comprehensively 
analysed alternative definitions of the concept of fit and introduced six different 
methods for conceptualising fit. These are ‘matching’, ‘gestalt’, ‘moderation’, 
‘mediation’, ‘covariation’, and ‘profile deviation’. He further developed practical 
guidelines on how to select the appropriate approach to measure fit when 
utilizing configuration theory.  
The deductive approach overcomes the subjectivity inherent in the 
interpretation of inductively derived clusters. This approach retains the holistic 
and systemic view of configurations. For example, in the case of the profile 
deviation model, this approach has the capacity to capture the multivariate 
deviation from the pattern of an ideal organisational structure. Venkatraman 
(1990), categorised these six alternative forms of fit operationalisation into two 
main groups namely, descriptive methods and normative methods. The 
descriptive method refers to the congruence of theoretically related constructs. 
Thus the focus is on finding patterns of similarity and not on performance 
implications. Fit as matching (e.g. Hoetker and Mellewigt 2009; Sirmon and Hitt 
2009) and fit as gestalt (e.g. Singh et al. 1996) are in this category.  
In contrast, the normative method focuses on performance implications of the 
fit between elements of interest. As such the focus is on assessing the fit 
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between domains (e.g. between strategy and structure) and on examining the 
relationship between the fit and performance. The normative methods 
comprise four alternative forms of fit operationalisation: fit as mediation (e.g. 
Vorhies et al. 2009); fit as moderation (e.g. Slater et al. 2010; Slater et al. 2007); 
fit as covariation; and fit as profile deviation (e.g. Kabadayi et al. 2007; Vorhies 
and Morgan 2005). 
Since this study focuses on the performance implication of the fit (i.e. finding 
the fit between strategy and structure and examining the relationship between 
such a fit and performance), the normative methods are more appropriate. 
Therefore the normative forms of fit operationalisation (i.e. fit as moderation, 
fit as mediation, fit as covariation and fit as profile deviation) will be explained 
in more detail.  
3.5.2.1. Fit as moderation 
Venkatraman (1989) argued that because researchers followed the general 
axiom that there is no universally superior strategy, they therefore commonly 
operationalised fit within a moderation (i.e. interaction) perspective. This is 
done because this approach to fit examines the interaction effects of business 
strategy and organisational structure variables on performance, thereby 
addressing the contingency aspects. The conceptualisation of fit as moderation 
implies that the impact of a predictor variable (e.g. organisational structure - in 
this study business relationship structure) on a response variable (e.g. 
performance) is dependent upon the level of moderator variable (e.g. strategy) 
(see Figure 3.5).  
Venkatraman (1989) argued that the moderation hypothesis is supported if the 
unstandardised interaction coefficient, α3, is statistically significant. The fit 
between a predictor and a moderator variable is the primary determinant of the 
dependent variable. A moderator in this perspective could be either a 
categorical variable or a continuous variable. Given that the fit as moderation 
focuses on the interaction between two variables, it is similar to 
operationalisation of the fit as interaction in the contingency perspective. 
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Several researchers have supported the validity of this approach (e.g. Meyers et 
al. 2007; Slater et al. 2010; Slater et al. 2007).  
Figure 3.5: A schematic representation of <it as moderation  
 
Source: Venkatraman (1989) 
3.5.2.2. Fit as mediation 
According to Venkatraman (1989) conceptualisation of fit as mediation implies 
that there exists an intervening mechanism (e.g. organisational structure - in 
this study business relationship characteristics) between the antecedent (e.g. 
strategy) and the outcome variables (e.g. performance) (see Figure 3.6).  
Figure 3.6: A schematic representation of fit as mediation  
 
Source: Venkatraman (1989) 
The fit in this perspective can be either complete mediation or partial 
mediation. Complete mediation happens when the effect of the antecedent (e.g. 
strategy) on the outcome variable (e.g. performance) is not statistically 
significant, while both the effect of the antecedent on the intervening factor and 
the effect of the intervening factor on the outcome variable are statistically 
significant. For example, the strongest support for the mediating effect of 
structure is obtained when the unstandardised coefficient, α3, is not statistically 
significant while both α1 and α2 are statistically significant. This implies that the 
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presence of structure is necessary for the transmission of the effect of strategy 
on performance outcome. On the other hand, partial mediation is achieved 
when the effect of antecedent on outcome variable (i.e. α3) is also significant 
(Venkatraman 1989).  
It has to be mentioned here that both moderation and mediation fit models are 
anchored to a dependent variable (e.g. performance). However, according to 
Venkatraman (1989) fit as mediation is less precise than the fit as moderation 
model. This is because fit as mediation examines the indirect effects between 
predictor and criterion variables. Furthermore, both of these approaches to fit 
are criticised for their limitations in considering only one variable at a time 
(Bozarth and McDermott 1998). Also, several researchers contend that the 
linearity assumption of these approaches comes from statistical techniques 
rather than theory (Doty and Glick 1994; Miller 1981; Miller and Friesen 1984).  
3.5.2.3. Fit as covariation 
 According to Venkatraman (1989), this method of fit tries to examine the 
existence of a pattern of internal consistency between a set of underlying, 
theoretically related variables. From the view point of this method of fit, the 
effectiveness of a strategy relies on the internal consistency between the 
elements of the strategy-structure configuration. These elements are mutually 
reinforcing and thus a single element is not sufficient for an effective strategy. 
This internal consistency calls for coherent attention to all elements that are 
involved in the configuration. Therefore fit can be best captured through 
patterns of covariation.  
Venkatraman (1989) recommended confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and/or 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) as two methods of assessing the covariation. 
These methods can explain covariation between variables in the model. In using 
confirmatory factor analysis, Venkatraman (1989) suggested conducting a 
second-order factor analysis that can capture the covariation between a set of 
first-order factors. Each of these first-order factors represents one element of 
the configuration model that is expected to be coaligned. The conceptual 
second-order factor also represents the fit as covariation. Linking this higher-
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order factor model to performance variable can test the direct effect of such a 
configuration on performance. This competitive model will then be compared 
with the baseline model in which all the first-order factors are directly linked to 
performance variable. Figure 3.7. provides a schematic representation of <it as 
covariation. 
Figure 3.7: A schematic representation of <it as covariation: (A) Baseline model (B) Covariation 
model  
 
 
 
(A) Baseline model 
 
 
 
(B) Covariation model 
3.5.2.4. Fit as pro2ile deviation 
This approach to conceptualising fit was developed to address the major 
deficits of operationalising fit as moderation and fit as mediation (i.e. 
consideration of only one variable at a time). Fit as profile deviation assesses 
the simultaneous impact of multiple variables on performance (Doty et al. 1993; 
Venkatraman 1989; Venkatraman 1990). As such it addresses the holistic view 
of configuration. In this approach, fit will be also linked to organisational 
performance (see Figure 3.8). Fit as pro<ile deviation is conceptualised as the 
degree of adherence to an ideal profile. Profile deviation therefore refers to the 
degree to which elements of the structure (e.g. relationship characteristics in 
this research) differ from those of an ideal organizational profile for a given 
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strategy type (Dess et al. 1993; Zajac et al. 2000). Several studies including 
Vorhies and Morgan (2005; 2003), Jermias and Gani (2005), Das et al. (2006), 
Hult et al. (2007; 2006), Hughes et al. (2007), Kabadayi et al. (2007), Hill and 
Birkinshaw (2008) Hughes and Morgan (2008), Hultman et al. (2009) and 
Anisimova and Mavondo (2010) have employed this approach and provided 
empirical validity for this method.  
Figure 3.8: A schematic representation of <it as pro<ile deviation  
 
 
 
 
In this study fit refers to the process of assessing the alignment between 
business relationship characteristics vis-à-vis both business strategy and 
relationship strategy. Profile deviation views the fit between business 
relationship structure and both relationship strategy and business strategy in 
terms of the degree to which business relationship characteristics differ from a 
profile that is identified as ideal for implementing such a strategy. Therefore, 
the implication of the ideal profile deviation approach is that a ‘unit of 
deviation’ reflects a unit of misalignment between business relationship 
characteristics and a given business strategy type or relationship strategy type. 
Such a misalignment or misfit is expected to have a significant negative 
relationship with all relevant performance measures (Venkatraman and 
Prescott 1990).  
Hence, the fit as ideal profile deviation approach is primarily dependent on the 
development, and more importantly justification, of the 'ideal' profile against 
which fit can be examined (Venkatraman and Prescott 1990). Ideal profiles 
represent the conditions associated with the highest performing firms for each 
given business strategy type (Anisimova and Mavondo 2010). Ideal profiles are 
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derived from deconstructing the organizational conditions associated with high 
performing firms sharing a particular strategy type (Hughes and Morgan 2008). 
Since such constellations best leverage organizational characteristics to achieve 
superior performance, they constitute the ideal organizational profile for their 
specific strategy type (Venkatraman and Prescott 1990; Vorhies and Morgan 
2005). 
Ideal profiles can be derived either theoretically or empirically (Venkatraman 
1990; Zajac et al. 2000). Theoretically derived ideal profiles have been practiced 
in management literature (e.g. Birkinshaw and Lingblad 2005; Morton and Hu 
2008). In the marketing literature, there are some theories that explicitly 
identified a set of marketing organisational characteristics that have an impact 
on organisational performance for firms pursuing a particular strategy type 
(e.g. Ruekert and Walker 1987; Walker and Ruekert 1987). More recently, 
Vorhies and Morgan (2003) identified a set of ideal marketing organisational 
characteristics for three types of business strategy introduced by Miles and 
Snows (1978). However, from an ideal profile perspective, the literature in 
business-to-business relationships is not theoretically developed and detailed 
enough to provide a set of numerical scores for ideal profiles, nor does it 
recognise the impact of the type of strategy on the structure of business 
relationship. 
This circumstance is common in different fields of research, leading researchers 
to develop ideal profiles from the empirical data. The empirical approach has 
been widely used in previous configuration studies (e.g. Hill and Birkinshaw 
2008; Hughes and Morgan 2008; Venkatraman and Prescott 1990; Vorhies and 
Morgan 2003). This study also utilises the empirically derived approach due to 
the lack of sufficient theoretical grounding for proposing configurations 
associated with ideal profiles. 
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3.6. Chapter summary 
This chapter presented a through overview of the concept of configuration 
theory and its essentials. First, the notion of configurations was described and 
several definitions of this notion were provided. Next, several reasons were 
provided to support the proposition that there exist only a few ideal 
organisational configurations. Further, imperatives of configurations were 
explained. Choosing the right number of domains for the study of configuration 
was explored next. From there, the advantages of utilising configuration theory 
were explained.  
In the next part, accomplishments of configuration theory were discussed 
through a thorough review of the existing configuration theory-based research. 
This review of the literature helps to capture several aspects of each research 
including their strategy, structure, environment, and performance dimensions 
as well as their theoretical approach and main findings. The meta-analysis 
suggests that the common theme to all this extensive research is the 
proposition that some configurations are more successful and fit better than 
others. Furthermore, the majority of existing research focused on two domains: 
the fit between strategy and structure, strategy and environment, or structure 
and environment. The present study focuses on the fit between strategy and 
structure of business relationships.  
Next, the concept of strategic fit was discussed. Two main classifications of fit 
i.e. contingency-based fit and configuration-based fit were explained. Within 
configuration-based fit, two major approaches i.e. inductive and deductive were 
discussed and grounds were provided for choosing the deductive approach. 
Different classifications of fit from configuration perspectives were explained. 
Particular attention was paid to normative methods of fit due to their 
performance implications as opposed to descriptive approaches, which solely 
focus on the congruence of theoretically related constructs.  
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This is that part of the earlier <igure 1.1 that is being addressed in the 
forthcoming chapter.  
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Chapter 4: Con2iguration dimensions and model 
development 
4.1. Introduction 
This chapter comprises two main sections. Discussion of the first section 
revolves around the four dimensions of configuration models of this study, 
namely business strategy (at strategic business unit level), relationship strategy 
(at portfolio of most important business relationships level), relationship 
characteristics, and performance. These four dimensions are the building blocks 
of the two configuration models that together serve as the basis of this study. 
Therefore, a thorough review of the literature is conducted for each of these 
dimensions.  
Against the theoretical background that is explained in this chapter as well as 
the previous chapter, the development of the first configuration model is 
discussed. In addition, a number of hypotheses are generated on the basis of 
four alternative conceptualisations of the fit as well as the findings from a 
review of the literature. These hypotheses will be tested with the empirical data 
collected from services industries.  
4.2. Con2iguration dimensions 
Against the theoretical background discussed in Chapter 3, it can be inferred 
that any configuration-based research aspires to examine the strategic fit 
between strategy and context and link such a configuration to performance. As 
mentioned earlier in Chapter 3, context often refers to different aspects of 
organisational structure (e.g. Birkinshaw and Morrison 1995; Hill and 
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Birkinshaw 2008; Olson et al. 2005; Vorhies and Morgan 2003). The present 
study seeks to assess the fit between strategy (both business strategy at 
strategic business unit level and relationship strategy at the portfolio of most 
important business relationships level) and relationship structure (i.e. 
characteristics of business relationships) and link this fit to performance. 
Therefore, configuration models in this study have four dimensions namely 
strategy (both business strategy and relationship strategy), structure (i.e. business 
relationship characteristics), and performance. Figure 4.1 represents the 
nomological configuration model of this study. 
Figure 4.1: The nomological con<iguration model of this study 
 
Bellow I will explain each of these dimensions in more detail. 
4.2.1. Strategy 
4.2.1.1. De2inition of strategy 
Strategy entails the choices about where and how to compete within a given 
industry or market (Olson et al. 2005; Walker and Ruekert 1987). White (1986) 
refers to this definition as the business strategy problem. Business strategy 
refers to “an integrated and coordinated set of commitments and actions 
designed to exploit core competencies and gain a competitive advantage” (Hitt et 
al. 1997, p. 115). Firms normally select and enact a particular approach to 
compete in a marketplace, which is called the strategic orientation of the firm, 
or business strategy (Varadarajan and Clark 1994).  
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Herbert and Deresky (1987, p. 135) defined ‘generic strategy’ as “a broad 
categorization of strategic choice which would apply generally regardless of 
industry, organization type or size, etc”. However, ‘organisational forms’ are “sets 
of similar firms that are found across industries and that are identified based on 
an array of organisational features” (Short et al. 2008, p. 1057). The major 
difference between strategic groupings (e.g. Porter’s (1980) typology of 
business strategies) and organisational forms (e.g. Miles and Snow’s (1978) 
typology of business strategies) is that the former is focused on strategy 
elements in deriving the strategic groups whereas the latter concentrates on the 
elements of both strategy and structure in developing the organisational forms. 
Therefore as argued in Section 3.3, the study of con<igurations based on 
organisational forms has the advantage that the alternative organisational 
forms under study, differ not only in terms of strategy (as is the case for generic 
strategies) but also in terms of their underlying organisational structure. Dyer 
and Song (1997, p. 468) also argued that Miles and Snow’s (1978) typology 
“clearly ties strategy, structure, and process together”. Accordingly, this study 
employs a typology of business strategy that is based on organisational forms.  
4.2.1.2. Importance of strategy 
Doty and Glick (1994) argued that the starting point in the study of strategy is 
to define the level of strategy formulation. In this study, the focus is on strategy 
at Strategic Business Unit (SBU) level. This is because competitive strategies are 
formulated and implemented at this strategic level (Capon et al. 1987). 
Moreover, several configuration-based studies of strategy are carried out at this 
level (e.g. Kabadayi et al. 2007; Slater et al. 2007; Vorhies and Morgan 2003). 
The main objective of strategy at this level is to obtain sustainable competitive 
advantage.  
Since there are different approaches to achieve competitive advantage (Kotha 
and Orne 1989), it can be inferred that there will be different configurations of 
organisational characteristics for alternative business strategies (Ward et al. 
2007), each of which leads to superior performance, bearing in mind that 
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strategy refers to the complex web of goals and expectations that provides 
general guidance for specific actions in pursuit of particular ends. 
Slater et al. (2006) argued that superior performance can be achieved by taking 
strategic orientation into account when developing strategy formation or 
implication capabilities. Miles and Snow (1984; 1978) argued that superior 
performance depends strongly on the strategic fit between the organisation’s 
strategic orientation and its structure. In other words, each particular strategy 
invokes a unique approach to strategy formation. Thus, it can be inferred that 
different organisational types would have different strategic orientations.  
4.2.1.3. Classi2ications of strategy 
As the extant literature on business strategy acknowledges, there are two 
dominant frameworks of strategy (Dess and Davis 1984; Hambrick 2003; 
McKee et al. 1989; Varadarajan and Clark 1994; Vorhies and Morgan 2003). 
These are Porter’s typology of generic strategies (1980), and Miles and Snow’s 
(1978) strategic types (i.e. organisational forms). 
Porter’s typology of strategy focuses on the ability of an organisation to impact 
on competitive forces that come from different sources: new competitors, 
existing competitors, substitute products, supplier power, and buyer power 
(Ward et al. 2007). As such the focus is on competitors and customers, which 
are external aspects of organizations. He proposed that business strategy is the 
product of how a firm creates customer value with its competitors and how it 
defines market niches (Vorhies and Morgan 2003). Thus, a matrix with two 
dimensions – low cost and differentiation strategy on two sides of one axis, and 
broad and focused strategies on two sides of the second axis - represents his 
typology of business strategies (Ward et al. 2007). Based on this dimensions, 
Porter’s typology includes ‘industry-wide cost leadership’, ‘segment cost-leaders’, 
‘industry-wide differentiators’, and ‘segment differentiators’ (Figure 4.2).  
Several scholars (e.g. Hill 1988; Murray 1988; Wright et al. 1991) have 
criticized Porter’s typology from different perspectives, e.g. due to not being 
mutually exclusive, or not stressing sufficiently the structure of organizations as 
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well as the implementation requirements (Hall 1980; Hill 1988). In addition, the 
typology does not outline the key success factors in terms of implementing 
these strategies, which is considered to be the major limitation (Jones and 
Butler 1988; Walker and Ruekert 1987).  
Figure 4.2: Porter’s (1980) typology of generic strategies 
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In contrast, Miles and Snow’s (1978) typology is one of the first comprehensive 
frameworks of business-level strategic types that addresses the various ways a 
firm defines its product/market domain. Their typology of business strategy 
comprises four types, namely: ‘prospectors’, ‘analysers’, ‘defenders’, and 
‘reactors’. Hambrick (2003) argued that these four basic strategy types populate 
the business landscape.  
In this typology Prospectors prosper by continuously stimulating and meeting 
new and emerging product and/or market opportunities. Therefore they 
constantly monitor a wide range of environmental conditions in the quest for 
new opportunities. As such they must maintain flexibility in adapting to new 
information. They are also highly entrepreneurial in that their primary focus is 
on research and development (Slater et al. 2006; Vorhies and Morgan 2003). 
They undertake the cost and risk of being first to market and concentrate on 
offering new products and services, which push performance boundaries. Their 
orientation gives them the capability to capture market opportunities and 
respond quickly to market change, and thus they often are not highly profitable 
given their higher cost base (McKee et al. 1989).  
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Analysers prosper by continuously pursuing prospectors in entering new 
markets while trying to stabilize their secure position. They are less innovative 
in their product-market initiatives than prospectors. They take advantage of 
synthesizing the beneficial aspects of the Prospector and Defender types (Slater 
and Olson 2000). Taking the advantage of being followers into new products, 
services or markets by learning from the first mover’s problems and failures, 
they tend to achieve well-developed and targeted strategies and consequently 
are often successful strategic business units (McKee et al. 1989). This strategy 
enables them to protect their core products and markets while being agile 
enough to follow prospectors into new markets. Analysers are also presented 
with lots of opportunities and therefore they have to carefully scrutinise these 
opportunities in order to efficiently deploy and exploit their resources (Slater et 
al. 2006).  
Defenders are referred to those strategic business units that thrive through 
stability, reliability, and efficiency (Hambrick 2003). As such they try not to lose 
their secure niche in a market. In the absence of adaptive capabilities, they try 
to secure a stable position by producing high quality or lower priced products 
and/or services (McKee et al. 1989). Thus their stress is on efficiency of 
operations (Zahra and Pearce 1990). Their strategic orientation does not allow 
them to be first movers in the market, and they barely track changes in the 
market.  
A fourth archetype, Reactors, do not have a defined strategy and structure in 
Miles and Snow’s (1978) typology. As such, they do not follow a conscious 
strategy. Zahra and Pearce (1990, p 752) described reactors as “dysfunctional 
organizational type”. In addition, Hambrick (2003, p. 116) argued that reactors 
“vacillate in their approach to their environment and, as a result, don’t prosper at 
all”. These companies are not prepared to face entrepreneurial problems and 
thus have no consistent response to challenges emanating from the business 
environment challenges.  
It is also worth mentioning that some scholars have refined the comprehensive 
strategy typologies of Miles and Snow (1978), and synthesised it with Porter’s 
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(1980) generic typology. Table 4.1 summarizes different classi<ications of 
strategy types that are developed based on the work of Miles and Snow (1978) 
and/or Porter (1980). For example, Walker and Ruekert (1987) developed a 
hybrid model that embraces both classifications. The new typology consists of 
Prospectors, Low-Cost Defenders and Differentiated Defenders. Although this 
classification has recently been employed in some research (e.g. Slater and 
Olson 2001; Slater and Olson 2000; Ward et al. 2007), the extent of difference 
between Low-Cost Defenders and Differentiated Defenders is blurred due to the 
lack of empirical investigations. Olson et al. (2005) and Slater et al. (2010; 2007; 
2006) also tried to address this limitation in their later work. They add a new 
class of analysers, which has been borrowed from Miles and Snow’s typology, to 
the work of Walker and Ruekert (1987) for operationalising business strategy. 
Slater et al. (2010; 2007; 2006) retained the analyser strategy type in their 
studies because several studies demonstrated the validity of this strategy (e.g. 
Slater and Olson 2001; Slater and Olson 2000).  
Table 4.1: Alternative hybrid business strategies 
Source Classification of Strategy type 
McKee et al. (1989); Desarbo et 
al. (2005) 
Prospectors, Analysers, Defenders, Reactors 
Walker and Ruekert (1987); 
Slater and Olson (2001; 2000)  
Prospectors, Low-Cost Defenders, Differentiated 
Defenders 
Chaganti and Sambharya 
(1987); McDaniel and Kolari 
(1987); Vorhies and Morgan 
(2003); Pinto and Curto (2007) 
Hughes and Morgan (2008); 
Kabanoff and Brown (2008) 
Prospectors, Analysers and Defenders 
Olson et al. (2005); Slater et al. 
(2010; 2007; 2006) 
Prospectors, Low-Cost Defenders, Differentiated 
Defenders, Analyser 
Hult et al.(2006) 
Prospectors, Low-Cost Defenders, Differentiated 
Defenders, Analysers, Reactors 
This study utilises Miles and Snow’s (1978) typology, following the approach of 
Vorhies and Morgan (2003). The reason for selecting this typology is that this 
classification is mainly focused on internal aspects of organizations (e.g. 
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organisational structure, technology and process) and on the intention of 
capturing market opportunities and acting upon market dynamics. Thus, this 
typology overcomes some of the major limitations of Porter’s (1980) typology 
(Walker and Ruekert 1987). In addition, since Dess et al.’s (1993) review, the 
number of studies that explicitly utilised Porter’s (1980) generic strategies 
decreased considerably whereas the Miles and Snow’s (1978) typology of 
organisational forms remained a popular scheme because it covers both 
strategy and structure features (Short et al. 2008).  
Furthermore, this classification has been widely tested and amply put to use in 
different research on business strategy (e.g. Hambrick 2003; McKee et al. 1989; 
Shortell and Zajac 1990; Zahra and Pearce 1990). The typology of Miles and 
Snow (1978) has had a substantial influence on organisational studies 
(Hambrick 2003). It also has been commonly employed in configuration theory 
research (e.g. Hughes and Morgan 2008; Vorhies and Morgan 2003). As 
Hambrick (2003, p. 116) contended, “… the Miles and Snow typology has been 
the most enduring, the most scrutinized, and the most used”.  
As in previous studies, the fourth strategy type (i.e. Reactors) is not included in 
the analysis due to the fact that they usually represent only a small percentage 
of firms, and also because these companies lack a proactive strategy (e.g. Slater 
and Olson 2000; Slater et al. 2006).  
4.2.2. Relationship strategy 
Similar to the need for a typology of strategy, this study also needs a typology of 
relationship strategy for operationalisation purposes. In principle, the reason 
for applying configuration theory to business relationship strategy is that the 
trajectory of a firm is the outcome of the relationships between a firm and its 
external environment, which is manifested through business relationships. 
Therefore the proposition here is that configuring relationship characteristics 
with overall relationship strategies leads to superior performance.  
As discussed earlier in Chapter 2 (Section 2.9), this study is focused on the 
portfolio of the most important business relationships that a focal company has 
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with its customers as the unit of analysis, which suggests that an appropriate 
typology of relationship strategies for the purpose of this study should stem 
from the same level of analysis (i.e. based on the portfolio of most important 
business relationships). Thus, it is required to typify different portfolios of the 
most important business relationships. However, despite the plethora of studies 
about portfolio of relationship, to date the literature has not put forward a 
typology for relationship portfolios, nor does it typify the different portfolios of 
the most important business relationship, which is the essential to this study.  
Two solutions are envisaged to overcome this deficit. The first solution is to 
change the unit of analysis from the portfolio of most important business 
relationships to a single relationship in selecting an appropriate typology. The 
justification of this solution is that a typology of business relationships derived 
from a single relationship as the unit of analysis is a relatively respectable 
approximation to the typology of the portfolio of most important business 
relationships. The second solution is to develop a unique typology that is 
specifically derived from the portfolio of most important business relationships.  
As for the first solution, the pertinent literature acknowledges the existence of 
several typologies and taxonomies of business relationships (Ford et al. 1998; 
Morris et al. 1998). Several models and frameworks have contributed 
significantly to our understanding of interfirm relationships through the work 
of researchers from diverse schools of thought including the Industrial 
Marketing and Purchasing Group (IMP Group), the Nordic School of Services, 
and the American approach, who have all tried to characterise and formulate 
these various types of relationships. The common proposition embraced by the 
literature on relationship typologies is that collaborative interfirm relationships 
represent a critical source of competitive advantage (Leek et al. 2006).  
Typologies of business relationships refer to a classification that is conceptually 
derived from certain common attributes. On the other hand, taxonomies of 
business relationships represent classifications that are based on empirically 
observed similarities (Tong et al. 2008). A classification of business 
relationships is a unique and efficient approach to categorizing different 
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relational structures (Tong et al. 2008), and it can provide a framework for 
managing relationships with counterparts (Leek et al. 2006).  
Table 4.2 summarises different typologies and taxonomies of business 
relationships as described in the literature. In an attempt to develop an efficient 
typology, researchers have applied different criteria for the classification and 
consequently they came up with a variety of interfirm relationship typologies. 
For instance, Fiocca (1982) uses the ‘level of competition for customers’, the 
‘buying behavior’ and the ‘product attributes’ to characterise differences in 
customer portfolio management. Williamson (1985) developed his typology 
based on the underlying relational governance structures. Business 
relationships in this typology are classified into ‘transactional’, ‘contractual’ and 
‘integration’ (Williamson 1985). Wilkinson and Young (1994) developed their 
typology based on the degree of ‘competition’ and ‘cooperation’. Their approach 
resulted in four different classes based on high/low expressions of these 
underlying characteristics. Turnbull and Zolkiewski (1997) criticised previous 
typologies for not including customer profitability. Their model uses a matrix 
including the dimensions of ‘price’, ‘cost to serve’ and ‘relationship value’.  
Dabholkar and Neeley (1998) developed one of the first taxonomies of business 
relationships. Their model is based on empirical data and includes three 
criteria, namely ‘goal orientation’, ‘temporal outlook’, and ‘balance of power’. 
Naudé and Buttle (2000) introduced a more inclusive taxonomy of business 
relationships. They comprehensively reviewed the literature on constructs of 
relationship quality to come up with five attributes namely ‘trust’, ‘needs’, 
‘integration’, ‘power’ and ‘profit’. Using empirical data analysed via cluster 
analysis, four relationship types emerged. Leek et al. (2006) similarly developed 
a new taxonomy based on managers’ interpretation of what defines a successful 
compared to a problematic relationship. Their model has the two dimensions of 
process and outcome; based on a high/low assessment, four different types of 
relationships result, labelled as ‘Problem Child’, ‘Easy Underperformer’, ‘Rough 
Ride’, and ‘Smooth Achiever’.  
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Table 4.2: Typology of business relationships 
 Source Classification criteria Relationship types 
1 Macneil (1980) Degree of relationalism Transactional-relational 
continuum 
2 Fiocca (1982) Strategic importance, 
Difficulty managing, 
relationships Attractiveness, 
Strength of relationship 
3by3 account portfolio matrix of 
buyer-seller relationship: Strong, 
medium, weak.  
3 Campbell and 
Cunningham 
(1983) 
Customer preferences and 
the portfolio planning, 
customer market and level 
of competition 
Tomorrow's customers, today’s 
special customers, today’s 
regular customers and 
yesterday’s customer 
4 Williamson 
(1985) 
Governance structure Transactional; contractual; 
integration 
5 Shapiro et al. 
(1987) 
Net price, Cost to serve Bargain basement, passive, 
aggressive and carriage trade 
6 Oliver (1990) Asymmetry; reciprocity; 
efficiency; stability; 
legitimacy 
Trade associations; voluntary 
agency federations; joint 
ventures; joint programs; 
corporate-financial interlocks 
7 Krapfel et al. 
(1991a) 
Interest commonality, 
Relationship value 
Rival, partner, acquaintance and 
friend 
8 Boyle et al. 
(1992) 
Inclusiveness of goals; locus 
of decision making; scope of 
supervision and control; 
commitment; formality of 
roles and division of labour 
Market, administered, franchise, 
and corporate 
9 Wilkinson and 
Young (1994) 
Competition (high vs low) 
and cooperation (high vs 
low) 
High competition and high 
cooperation; high competition 
and low cooperation; low 
competition and high 
cooperation; and low 
competition and low 
cooperation (continuum)  
10 Buckley and 
Casson (1996) 
Knowledge shared between 
firms (technology vs 
marketing vs both) 
R&D collaboration; market 
access by <irm 1/2 to country 
B/A; R&D collaboration with 
access to market B/A; collusion 
in markets; firm A/B supplies 
technology for use in both 
markets; R&D collaboration with 
access to both markets  
11 Kim (1996) International joint venture 
(IJV) status (size, experience, 
investment, nature of entity) 
and IJV content 
(organizational structure, 
finance, marketing, 
Companion JV; Mentorial JV; 
Degenerate JV; Colonial JV  
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operation, R&D, motivation, 
technology transfer)  
12 Kim and Frazier 
(1996) 
Environmental uncertainty 
(high vs low), value-added in 
the downstream channel for 
suppliers (high vs low), and 
replaceability of suppliers in 
the channel system for 
intermediaries (high vs low)  
Market exchanges; short-term 
relationships; supplier 
domination; supplier leadership; 
intermediary domination; 
intermediary leadership; long-
term relationships; partnering  
 
13 Sheppard and 
Tuchinsky 
(1996) 
Customization level; 
supplier selection criteria; 
customer selection criteria; 
form of agreement  
Transact; tinker; tailor; and align  
 
14 Olsen and Ellram 
(1997) 
Strategic importance, 
Difficulty managing, 
relationships Attractiveness, 
Strength of relationship 
Bottleneck, non-critical, leverage 
and strategic 
15 Turnbull and 
Zolkiewski 
(1997) 
Net price, Cost to serve, 
Relationship value 
 
16 Young and 
Wilkinson 
(1997)  
Competition vs cooperation  Arm’s length; adversarial; 
committed/mature; and 
normally opportunistic 
17 Zinn and 
Parasuraman 
(1997) 
Alliance intensity (high vs 
low level of involvement) 
and scope (broad vs narrow 
range of services included  
Integrated alliance; extensive 
alliance; focused alliance; limited 
alliance  
18 Dabholkar and 
Neeley (1998) 
Goal orientation, temporal 
outlook, and balance of 
power  
Coercive; supportive; command; 
keiretsu; divergent; 
coordinative; cooperative; 
competitive 
19 Sheppard and 
Sherman (1998) 
Relational forms 
(dependence vs 
interdependence) and 
relational depth (shadow vs 
deep) 
Communal sharing; authority 
ranking; equality matching; 
market pricing 
20 Cannon and 
Perreault (1999) 
Bonds; cooperative norms; 
adaptation by seller and 
buyer 
Basic buying and selling; 
customer supply; bare bones; 
contractual transaction; 
cooperative system; 
collaborative; mutually adaptive; 
customer is king 
21 Jap and Ganesan 
(2000) 
Relationship lifecycle stage  Exploratory, established, mature, 
decline 
22 Lambe et al. 
(2000) 
Time pressure; bifurcate 
relational exchange into 
interimistic (IRE) and 
enduring (ERE) by time 
pressure  
Discrete exchange; repeated 
transactions; interimistic 
exchange; enduring exchange 
23 Naudé and 
Buttle (2000) 
Trust; needs; integration; 
power; profit 
Four clusters emphasizing trust 
and needs, profit, integration, 
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and power respectively 
24 O’Toole and 
Donaldson 
(2000) 
Relational belief and action  Bilateral relationships; recurrent 
relationships; hierarchical 
relationships; discrete (or 
opportunistic) 
25 Heracleous and 
Murray (2001) 
Interdependence (significant 
vs negligible) and durability 
(high vs low) 
Edge of chaos network; 
embedded network; brokered 
network; atomistic network; 
association network 
26 Svensson 
(2002b) 
Type of generalized 
reciprocity (chain vs net) 
and exchange horizon  
Product bundling; joint bidding; 
horizontal keiretsu; and R&D 
consortia 
27 Svensson 
(2002a) 
Relationship dependence 
(bilateral vs unilateral) and 
time dependence 
(temporary vs permanent)  
Dynamic vulnerability; elastic 
vulnerability; non-elastic 
vulnerability; and static 
vulnerability  
28 Sawhney and 
Zabin (2002) 
A firm’s relationship specific 
investment by stakeholders’ 
relationship- specific 
investment  
Strategic relationships; captive 
firm relationships; captive 
stakeholder relationships; 
market exchange  
29 Laing (2003) Decision-making process Elementary relationship; 
interactive relationship; 
embedded relationship; 
partnering relationship; 
integration 
30 Möller and 
Törrönen (2003) 
Relational complexity (high 
vs low) and temporal 
orientation (future vs 
current time) 
Transaction-oriented 
relationships; value-adding 
relational value production; 
future-oriented value production 
partnering relationships 
31 Coulter and 
Ligas (2004) 
Emotional attachment; 
personal contact; 
socialization outside service 
encounters 
Professional relationship; casual 
acquaintances; personal 
acquaintances; friendships 
32 Harrison-Walker 
and Neeley 
(2004) 
Purchase decision process 
stage (pre-purchase, 
purchase, post-purchase) 
and level of relationships 
marketing (economic bonds, 
social bonds, and structural 
bond)  
Standardized search assistance; 
personalized search assistance; 
technology-based search 
assistance; standardized 
purchase facilitation; 
personalized purchase 
facilitation; technology-based 
purchase facilitation; 
standardized customer support; 
personalized customer support 
and involvement; technology-
based customer support and 
involvement 
33 Rinehart et al. 
(2004) 
Trust; commitment; 
interaction frequency  
Non-strategic transactions, 
administered relationships, 
contractual relationships, 
specialty contract relationships, 
partnerships; joint ventures; and 
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strategic alliances  
34 Xie and Johnston 
(2004) 
Investment characteristics 
(equity vs non-equity) and 
association characteristics 
(sale vs link)  
Equity-scale; non-equity-scale; 
equity-link; non- equity-link  
35 Lejeune and 
Yakova (2005) 
Fiske relational forms and 
interdependence (form – 
decision-making process and 
trust; and depth – 
information sharing and goal 
congruency) 
Communicative; coordinated; 
collaborative; and cooperative 
36 Vlachopoulou et 
al. (2005) 
Operational – strategic and 
partial/fragmented 
technologies  
Type I; Type II; Type III, Type IV 
37 Leek et al. 
(2006) 
Process and Outcome Problem child, Easy under 
performer, Rough ride, The 
smooth achiever 
38 O’Loughlin and 
Szmigin (2006) 
Transactional Marketing vs 
Relationship Marketing 
-Transactions Experiences, 
Outcome-Focused Relationships, 
Interactive Friendships, Personal 
Relationships 
39 Henneberg et al. 
(2007) 
Interpersonal trust and 
Interorganizational reliance 
Fragile Relationship, Personal 
Relationship, Expedient 
Relationship, Stable Relationship 
40 Tangpong et al. 
(2008) 
Relational and power-
dependence 
Market, power, autonomous-
link, and constrained-link 
relationships 
Source: adapted from Zolkiewski and Turnbull (2002), Leek et al. (2006), and Tong et al. (2008) 
These aforementioned typologies and taxonomies of buyer-seller relationships 
vary since they employ different perspectives, including the number and nature 
of the criteria they use, the number of relationship categories proposed, and on 
a practical level they vary according to the number of steps in the analysis and 
also in the resulting suggestions for managers (Leek et al. 2006). A typology of 
business relationships can be derived from a single criterion (e.g. Ferguson et 
al. 2005; Macneil 1980), two (Lambe et al. 2000; Leek et al. 2006; Young and 
Wilkinson 1997), or more (e.g. Cannon and Perreault 1999; Fiocca 1982; Naudé 
and Buttle 2000; Turnbull and Zolkiewski 1997). However, a major criticism of 
this approach to developing typologies is that they often do not offer mutually 
exclusive classes of relationships owing to the correlation between the 
underlying constructs of interest (e.g. Cannon and Perreault 1999).  
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The typologies also differ regarding the number of steps required for managing 
a relationship. For instance, the model of Turnbull and Zolkiewski (1997) 
includes only one step, namely analyzing profiles of customers. Some models on 
the other hand have two or more steps. For example, Fiocca’s (1982) model 
comprises an initial analysis of customer profiles on a general level before key 
profiles are analyzed in more detail. The model of Olsen and Ellram (1997) 
suggests analyzing portfolio purchases of the company, followed by analyzing 
the supplier relationships, and finally developing plans by comparing the 
results from the two initial analyses. 
It can be argued that a major shortcoming of the pertinent literature is that all 
aforementioned models are developed based on a single business relationship 
as the unit of analysis. A strategic perspective, however, needs to focus on the 
overall relational orientation of the firm. Although there exist different 
typologies of interfirm relationships, these are often overlapping or are 
characterised by a lack of interrelation between them (Laing 2003), and despite 
the plethora of studies about portfolios of relationship types, to date the 
literature has failed to provide a unifying and yet meaningful typology of 
relationship portfolios. More importantly, existing typologies of relationships 
have been derived from relatively few criteria, which are immensely varied for 
each typology. Such a disparity in classification criteria on the one hand, and a 
lack of a comprehensive set of criteria to derive a typology on the other, result 
in managerially less meaningful and academically less rigorous typologies. In 
summary, the first solution proposed at the beginning of this section does not 
meet the criteria required for selecting an appropriate typology. This, in turn, 
calls for developing a new typology of relationship strategy based on the 
portfolio of most important business relationships as a unit of analysis. This gap 
will be addressed in the next chapter (i.e. Chapter 5) by developing a new 
typology for relationship strategy. 
4.2.3. Relationship characteristics  
Previous studies have tried to understand and characterize successful interfirm 
relationships. Many scholars have developed alternative frameworks in an 
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attempt to define successful business relationships. These frameworks are 
grounded in a number of different theories including social exchange theory 
(e.g. Anderson and Narus 1990; Hibbard et al. 2001b), transaction cost theory 
(e.g. Jap and Ganesan 2000), and the resource-based view (e.g. Cannon and 
Perreault 1999). They incorporate a set of relationship characteristics that 
together can describe the nature of business relationships. Johnsen and Ford 
(2008) and Wilson (1995) provided a rich list of relationship characteristics 
based on their review of the literature. Important contributions have been 
made in this context by the work of the IMP Group (e.g. Dwyer et al. 1987; Ford 
et al. 1986) to enable researchers to conceptualize and study the nature of 
business relationship (Anderson et al. 1994; Ford et al. 2002; Johnsen and Ford 
2008). Table 4.3 provides an extended list of relationship characteristics that 
have been used in previous studies. 
Table 4.3: Extended list of relationship characteristics 
Extended List of Relationship Characteristics 
Trust Joint Problem Solving 
Long-Term Orientation Cooperation 
Overall Satisfaction Customer Orientation  
Social Satisfaction  Perception Of Quality 
Economic Satisfaction Stability 
Willingness To Invest Uncertainty 
Opportunism Relationship Specific Investment 
Relationalism Dependence 
Fairness Relationship Length 
Expectation Of Continuity Mutual Goal 
Ethical Profile Interdependence/Power Imbalance 
Conflict Comparison Level of the Alternative 
Understanding Non-retrievable Investments 
Coordination Shared Technology 
Information Sharing Structural Bonds  
Communication  Social Bonds 
Intensity Interpersonal inconsistency 
Adaptation Commitment 
Although previous studies have developed a number of constructs that describe 
the nature, structure, and management of business relationships, these 
constructs merely cover different aspects of the nature of such relationships. 
This is due to the complex and multifaceted fabric underlying 
interorganizational collaboration and cooperation (Håkansson 1982). An 
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important criticism of previous studies is that they have tried to capture the 
intricate nature of business relationships based on only a few dimensions (Yau 
et al. 2000) and thus they do not provide a comprehensive and meaningful 
description of the characteristics of a relationship (Holmlund 2004). In contrast, 
recent studies advocate using multidimensional perspectives on business 
relationships (Palmatier et al. 2005). Researchers following this approach have 
tended to focus on few but very important characteristics of the nature of 
interfirm relationships without overly simplifying the reality (Johnsen and Ford 
2008). To select an appropriate set of relationship characteristics for the 
purpose of this study, a thorough review of journal articles1 is conducted and a 
comprehensive list of relationship characteristics is compiled which have been 
used in previous seminal research on relationship and business marketing (see 
Table 4.4).  
Table 4.4 suggests that trust and commitment are utilised in most of the 
pertinent literature. Several other relationship characteristics including 
dependency, communication, cooperation, information sharing, relationship 
investment, willingness to invest in specific relationships, opportunism, 
coordination, and relationship quality are also frequently studied in the 
literature. A two-step procedure is followed to select the relationship 
characteristics that will be studied in this research. Firstly, a set of most 
frequently cited relationship characteristics is chosen, and secondly particular 
attention is paid to include both attitudinal and behavioural aspects of 
relationships in the final list of relationship characteristics following recent 
conceptualization in the area of market orientation (Deshpandé and Farley 
2004; Gainer and Padanyi 2005; Hult et al. 2005) thus forming a 
multidimensional perspective. 
This procedure resulted in the selection of five relationship characteristics. 
These are trust (both at interpersonal and interorganisational levels), 
commitment (both affective and behavioural), information sharing, cooperation, 
and relationship specific investments. Relationship satisfaction and relationship 
                                                        
1
 This review comprises of all of the three or four star marketing journals based on ABS ranking 
2010. 
 127 
quality are the outcome of relationship and thus are considered as dependent 
variables in the configuration model. The configuration model is also controlled 
for both relationship length and dependency in relationship.  
Table 4.4: frequently cited relationship characteristics 
Source 
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Palmatier et al. (2009) ✓ ✓         ✓         
Squire et al. (2009) ✓      ✓ ✓            
Dionysis and Robson (2008) ✓ ✓                 ✓ 
Fang et al. (2008) ✓         ✓      ✓ ✓   
Fynes et al. (2008) ✓   ✓   ✓             
Grayson et al. (2008) ✓                   
Leonidou et al. (2008) ✓ ✓    ✓            ✓  
palmatier (2008) ✓ ✓                 ✓ 
Palmatier et al. (2008) ✓  ✓     ✓            
Poppo et al. (2008)              ✓      
Wang et al. (2008) ✓                   
Denize and Young (2007)     ✓               
Ivens and Pardo (2007) ✓ ✓           ✓       
Palmatier et al. (2007a) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓  ✓   ✓    ✓    
Ryu et al. (2007)             ✓       
del Bosque Rodriguez et al. (2006) ✓ ✓ ✓                 
Deligonul et al. (2006)  ✓                  
Leonidou et al. (2006b) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓           ✓  
Palmatier et al. (2006) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓ ✓   ✓   ✓    ✓ ✓ 
Zhao and Cavusgil (2006) ✓            ✓       
Corsten and Kumar (2005) ✓           ✓        
Farrelly and Quester (2005) ✓ ✓                  
Fynes et al. (2005) ✓   ✓   ✓             
Lages et al. (2005)             ✓       
Van Bruggen et al. (2005) ✓ ✓ ✓                 
Leonidou (2004) ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓               
Jap and Anderson (2003) ✓        ✓           
Kim and Hsieh (2003)  ✓ ✓ ✓                
Selnes and Sallis (2003) ✓ ✓          ✓        
Atuahene-Gima and Li (2002) ✓                   
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Sirdeshmukh (2002) ✓                   
Cannon and Homburg (2001)    ✓ ✓               
De Wulf et al. (2001)    ✓       ✓        ✓ 
Hibbard et al. (2001b) ✓ ✓ ✓                ✓ 
Hewett and Bearden (2001) ✓  ✓    ✓             
Jap and Ganesan (2000)  ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓      ✓      ✓  
Cannon and Perreault (1999)     ✓  ✓     ✓        
Geyskens et al. (1999) ✓ ✓                  
Grayson and Ambler (1999) ✓ ✓      ✓ ✓           
Garbarino and Johnson (1999) ✓ ✓                  
Jap (1999) ✓           ✓    ✓    
Kumar et al. (1998) ✓ ✓ ✓                 
Siguaw et al. (1998) ✓ ✓     ✓             
Tax et al. (1998) ✓ ✓                  
Doney and Cannon (1997) ✓    ✓          ✓     
Joshi and Arnold (1997)   ✓      ✓           
Smith and Barclay (1997) ✓   ✓     ✓  ✓    ✓     
Ganesan and Weitz (1996)             ✓       
Geyskens et al. (1996)   ✓                 
Mohr et al. (1996)  ✓  ✓ ✓           ✓    
Kumar et al. (1995a) ✓ ✓ ✓   ✓      ✓  ✓      
Kumar et al. (1995b) ✓ ✓    ✓      ✓  ✓     ✓ 
Zaheer and Venkatraman (1995) ✓                   
Ganesan (1994) ✓  ✓        ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓     
Mohr and Spekman (1994) ✓ ✓   ✓           ✓    
Morgan and Hunt (1994) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓  ✓       ✓    
Parkhe (1993)       ✓  ✓           
Anderson and Weitz (1992)  ✓  ✓ ✓ ✓      ✓   ✓     
Buchanan (1992)   ✓             ✓    
Heide and John (1992)     ✓               
Heide and Miner (1992)     ✓       ✓  ✓  ✓    
Moorman (1992) ✓ ✓                  
Anderson and Narus (1990) ✓  ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓             
Crosby et al. (Crosby et al. 1990)                  ✓ ✓ 
Heide and John (1990)            ✓        
Kelley et al. (1989)         ✓           
Provan and Skinner (1989)   ✓      ✓           
John (1984)         ✓           
Total number 44 30 20 13 11 10 12 4 10 1 5 12 6 5 4 8 1 5 7 
Table 4.5 summarises de<initions of the characteristics of business relationships 
that will be studied in this research. This table also provides a list of potential 
sources that have included these characteristics in their conceptual model. 
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Table 4.5: Selected characteristics of business relationships and their existing sources of 
measurement scales 
Characteristic Definition Existing Source of Measurement Scales 
Trust Trust encompasses two essential elements: 
(1) trust in the partner's honesty, that is, the 
belief that the partner stands by its word, 
fulfills promised role obligations, and is 
sincere, and (2) trust in the partner's 
benevolence, that is, the belief that the 
partner is interested in the firm's welfare 
and will not take unexpected actions that 
will negatively affect the firm. Trust, 
therefore, exists when a firm believes its 
partner is honest and benevolent (Kumar et 
al. 1995b). 
(Anderson and Narus 1990; Doney and 
Cannon 1997; Farrelly and Quester 2005; 
Ganesan 1994; Ignacio Rodríguez del 
Bosque Rodríguez et al. 2006; Ivens and 
Pardo 2007; Jap 1999; Kumar et al. 1995b; 
Leonidou 2004; Leonidou et al. 2006b; 
Leonidou et al. 2008; Leuthesser 1997; 
Moorman et al. 1992; Morgan et al. 2004; 
Palmatier et al. 2007a; Selnes and Sallis 
2003; Siguaw et al. 1998; Van Bruggen et al. 
2005; Wang et al. 2008; Yushan Zhao and 
Cavusgil. 2006; Zaheer et al. 1998) 
Commitment Commitment refers to “ a desire to develop a 
stable relationship, a willingness to make 
short-term sacrifices to maintain the 
relationship, and a confidence in the stability 
of the relationship” (Anderson and Weitz 
1992, p. 19). 
(Anderson and Weitz 1992; Caceres and 
Paparoidamis 2007; De Wulf et al. 2001; 
Dorsch et al. 1998; Farrelly and Quester 
2005; Geyskens et al. 1996; Hennig-Thurau 
2000; Hewett et al. 2002; Ignacio Rodríguez 
del Bosque Rodríguez et al. 2006; Ivens and 
Pardo 2007; Jap and Ganesan 2000; 
Johnson et al. 2004; Kumar et al. 1995b; Lee 
et al. 2004; Leonidou 2004; Leonidou et al. 
2006a; Leonidou et al. 2008; Lin and Miller 
2003; Mohr and Spekman 1994; Morgan 
and Hunt 1994; Palmatier et al. 2007a; 
Phan et al. 2005; Rauyruen and Miller 2007; 
Roberts et al. 2003; Selnes and Sallis 2003; 
Sharma et al. 2006; Siguaw et al. 1998; 
Skarmeas et al. 2008; Smith 1998; Ulaga 
and Eggert 2006a; Van Bruggen et al. 2005; 
Walter et al. 2003) 
Cooperation  Cooperation is a measure of the extent to 
which companies work together to 
determine or implement a direction for the 
relationship (Ford et al. 2003) 
(Anderson and Narus 1990; Cannon and 
Perreault 1999; Fynes et al. 2008; Fynes et 
al. 2005; Hewett and Bearden 2001; 
Leonidou et al. 2006b; Morgan and Hunt 
1994; Palmatier et al. 2007a; Palmatier et 
al. 2006; Parkhe 1993; Siguaw et al. 1998; 
Squire et al. 2009) 
Information 
sharing 
It is defined as expectations of open sharing 
of information that may be useful to both 
parties. More open sharing of information is 
indicated by the willingness of both parties 
to share important, even proprietary, 
information. In practice, this may include 
involving the other party in the early stages 
of product design, opening books and 
sharing cost information, discussing future 
product development plans, or jointly 
providing supply and demand forecasts 
(Cannon and Perreault 1999). 
(Anderson and Weitz 1992; Cannon and 
Homburg 2001; Cannon and Perreault 
1999; Doney and Cannon 1997; Fynes et al. 
2008; Heide and John 1992; Jap and 
Ganesan 2000; Lages et al. 2005; Leonidou 
2004; Leonidou et al. 2006a; Mohr and 
Spekman 1994; Morgan and Hunt 1994; 
Palmatier et al. 2007a; Sriram and Stump 
2004; Wang et al. 2008) 
Relationship 
Specific 
Investment 
RSIs refer to idiosyncratic investments in a 
specific relationship; these investments 
cannot be easily recovered or transferred to 
other relationships (Ganesan 1994) 
(Anderson and Weitz 1992; Cannon and 
Perreault 1999; Corsten and Kumar 2005; 
Ganesan 1994; Heide and John 1990; Heide 
and Miner 1992; Ivens 2005; Jap 1999; Jap 
and Ganesan 2000; Kumar et al. 1995b; 
Kumar et al. 1995a; Palmatier et al. 2007a; 
Selnes and Sallis 2003) 
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In the following sections, each of the five selected relationship characteristics 
will be explained in more detail.  
4.2.3.1. Trust 
Trust has attracted a great deal of attention in the business marketing literature 
(Morgan and Hunt 1994). Anderson and Narus (1990, p. 45) describe the 
concept of trust as “the firm’s belief that another company will perform actions 
that will result in positive outcomes for the firm, as well as not take the 
unexpected actions that would result in negative outcomes for the firm".  
More recently, trust has been defined as “the willingness to rely on an exchange 
partner in whom one has confidence” (Moorman et al. 1993, p. 82; Moorman et 
al. 1992, p. 315). This definition of trust was echoed by Morgan and Hunt 
(1994). They argued that trust exists when “one party has confidence in an 
exchange partner’s reliability and integrity” (1994, p. 23).  
Both definitions emphasise the importance of confidence and belief that the 
exchange partner is reliable. Trust, in this sense, is seen as the reflex of the 
exchange party’s trustworthiness in the company’s behaviour. As such it refers 
to the credibility of the exchange partner. In addition to credibility, Moorman et 
al. (1993; 1992) also emphasise behavioural intentions or ‘willingness’ of a 
party to rely on the exchange party. Although Morgan and Hunt (1994) argued 
that willingness is implicit in the conceptualization of trust, this concept is often 
operationalised using both credibility and benevolence constructs. The former 
“… is comprised of the belief that a trading partner is expert and reliable in 
conducting transactions effectively” (Siguaw et al. 1998, p. 101) and the latter 
refers to the intentions and motives of the partner in considering the benefits 
accruable to the counterpart (Ganesan 1994; Kumar et al. 1995b).  
Although the marketing literature acknowledges the multifaceted nature of 
trust (Seppänen et al. 2007), most often the concept of trust is operationalised 
from the credibility perspective (e.g. Hewett et al. 2002; Ryu et al. 2007; Siguaw 
et al. 1998; Voss et al. 2006) and the benevolence perspective (e.g. Dyer and 
Chu 2003; Hewett and Bearden 2001; Kumar et al. 1995b; Muthusamy and 
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White 2005). Since the notion of trust has been generally conceptualised 
through these twin notions of credibility and benevolence (Monroy and Alzola 
2005), this study also incorporates both of these concepts in the trust 
measurement scales.  
Although several researchers have emphasised that trust is an individual-level 
feature e.g. regarding focal firm perceptions (monadic) (Blois 1999; Narayandas 
and Rangan 2004), many others have studied this concept as a relational 
construct (dyadic) at different levels of analysis (e.g. Fang et al. 2008; Zaheer et 
al. 1998). For example, Ganesan and Hess (1997) examined trust between two 
parties at four different levels (i.e. interpersonal trust; organisational trust; 
intraorganisational trust; and interorganisational trust). Fang et al. (2008) also 
explored the effects of trust at interorganisational level, agency level, and 
intraentity level.  
This study investigates the role of trust on two different levels, i.e. interpersonal 
trust which refers to the trust placed between collaborating firms’ 
representative individuals, and interorganizational trust which characterises 
the collaborating firms’ mutual trust (Fang et al. 2008). This has also been 
called reliance in recent research (Mouzas et al. 2007).  
4.2.3.2. Commitment  
Commitment has a significant role in structuring business relationships (Söllner 
1999). It refers to an implicit or explicit pledge to maintain a relationship. This 
is the most advanced level of buyer-seller interdependence in which “the 
exchange partners have achieved a level of satisfaction from the exchange process 
that virtually precludes other primary exchange partners who could provide 
similar benefits” (Dwyer and Oh 1987, p. 19). In essence, commitment refers to 
the willingness of both parties to make interim sacrifices in the view of long-
standing stable lucrative relationships (Anderson and Weitz 1992). Table 4.6 
provides selected definitions of commitment. 
Similar to trust, an actor’s commitment towards interfirm relationships is an 
important antecedent of relationship performance (Morgan and Hunt 1994; 
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Palmatier et al. 2007a; Styles et al. 2008) and relationship satisfaction (Mohr 
and Spekman 1994; Siguaw et al. 1998). It also enhances relationship learning 
(Selnes and Sallis 2003) and customer loyalty (Pritchard et al. 1999). 
Moorman et al. (1992, p. 316) define commitment as “an enduring desire to 
maintain a valued relationship”. Thus, it is an important facet of business 
relationships because the existence of commitment warrants maximum efforts 
to maintain such interactions (Morgan and Hunt 1994). Furthermore, 
commitment guarantees the success of long-term business relationships (Mohr 
et al. 1996) while the absence of it invokes the use of power, long-term 
contracts or monopoly situations (Ivens and Pardo 2007).  
Table 4.6: De<initions of commitment 
Source Definition 
Dwyer et al. 
(1987, p. 19) 
“An implicit or explicit pledge of relational continuity between 
exchange partners.” 
Anderson and 
Weitz (1992, p. 19) 
“A desire to develop a stable relationship, a willingness to make 
short-term sacrifices to maintain the relationship, and a confidence 
in the stability of the relationship.” 
Moorman et al. 
(1992, p. 316) 
“An enduring desire to maintain a valued relationship.” 
Morgan and Hunt 
(1994, p. 23) 
“An exchange partner believing that an ongoing relationship with 
another is so important as to warrant maximum efforts at 
maintaining it.”  
Several aspects of commitment have been examined in the study of 
organisational relationships. Table 4.7 provides an overview of the most 
frequently examined aspects of commitment. Some researchers regard 
commitment as sentiment, social forms of bonding or emotional attachment 
with partners (Bennett and Gabriel 2001; Morgan and Hunt 1994; Rodriguez 
and Wilson 2002). The relationship marketing literature refers to these 
dimensions of commitment as ‘affective commitment’ (Auh et al. 2007; Johnson 
et al. 2006; Joshi 2009).  
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Kumar et al. (1995a, p. 351) describe affective commitment as “the desire to 
continue a relationship because of positive affect toward the partner”. Marketing 
literature acknowledges that affective commitment is stronger than any other 
motives in developing abiding relationships (Sharma et al. 2006). As Table 4.7 
suggests, affective commitment is the most frequently cited aspect of 
commitment in the pertinent literature. The second most frequently studied 
aspect of commitment is behavioural commitment, which reflects the 
behavioural aspects in the study of commitment. This dimension of 
commitment refers to “the overt manifestations of relationship continuation and 
associated investments” (Sharma et al. 2006, p. 65).  
Table 4.7: Most frequently cited dimensions of commitment 
Source Commitment dimensions 
Anderson and Weitz (1992) Affective commitment 
Kumar et al. (1995a) Affective and Behavioural Commitment 
Gundlach et al. (1995) Affective and Behavioural Commitment 
Pearce et al. (2000) Affective and Behavioural Commitment 
Martin et al. (2004) Affective and Behavioural Commitment 
Gustafsson et al. (2005) Affective and Continuance Commitment 
Auh et al. (2007) Affective commitment 
Joshi (2009) Affective commitment 
Bello et al. (2010) Affective, Behavioural, and Continuance commitment 
There are several other dimensions of commitment such as cognitive 
commitment (Anderson and Weitz 1989); continuance commitment or 
calculative commitment (De Ruyter et al. 2001; Styles et al. 2008); normative 
commitment or “obliged-based commitment” (Bansal et al. 2004; Gruen et al. 
2000). However, for parsimony reasons, this study considers the two most 
frequently cited aspects of commitment (i.e. affective commitment and 
behavioural commitment) as suggested by Table 4.7.  
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4.2.3.3. Information sharing 
Information sharing represents a further interfirm relationship characteristic. 
Notwithstanding its importance, the impact of sharing strategic information 
with partners has received scant attention within the relationship marketing 
discipline (Frazier et al. 2009). Marketing strategy literature acknowledges that 
a firm’s success depends on obtaining information regarding customers, 
competitors and the market (Day 1994; Kohli and Jaworski 1990). This 
sentiment has been echoed in relationship marketing. However, these scholars 
emphasise that the benefit of information sharing may not be evident enough to 
companies (Frenzen and Nakamoto 1993). Despite intuitively clear benefits, 
pertinent literature is scant in quantifying these benefits (Lee et al. 2000).  
Information sharing is defined as “the formal as well as informal sharing of 
meaningful and timely information between firms” (Anderson and Narus 1990, p. 
44). This definition stresses the bilateral expectations of both actors involved in 
a relationship to proactively provide valuable information to the partner that 
may effect the partner’s operations (Heide and John 1992). Such proactivity is 
expected to help align expectations and also to avoid conflict as well as 
resolving disputes between partners (Morgan and Hunt 1994). As such, 
communication and particularly timely communication fosters trust (Moorman 
et al. 1993). Anderson and Narus (1990) argued that previous communication 
is an antecedent of trust while such accumulated trust facilitates 
communication. The trust-commitment theory of relationship marketing also 
supports this proposition (Morgan and Hunt 1994).  
Communication not only attenuates the risks involved in making decisions 
within business relationships (Heide and John 1992) but also impacts positively 
by creating an impression that the partners are mutually supportive (Mohr and 
Nevin 1990). It has been acknowledged that communication encourages 
commitment and loyalty through fostering participative decision making 
(Anderson et al. 1987). Frazier et al. (2009) also acknowledged that in the 
presence of a high volume of transaction specific investments, distributors 
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share more information with their suppliers. This argument also holds true 
when dependence asymmetry is in their favour.  
4.2.3.4. Cooperation 
Cooperation is an important facet of interfirm relationships that refers to 
“situations in which parties work together to achieve mutual goals” (Morgan and 
Hunt 1994, p. 26). Several studies have included cooperation in their conceptual 
models (Crespin-Mazet and Ghauri 2007; Frazier 1983a; Skinner et al. 1992). 
This concept implies that actors involved in a relationship combine their efforts 
to build a successful relationship.  
Cooperation is a dominant sentiment that facilitates organisational 
relationships. However, it is not in the interest of each actor to cooperate unless 
sufficient guarantees such as contracts induce the relationship partner to 
reciprocate (Luo 2002). Anderson and Narus (1990) argued that cooperation 
stems from the nature of dependency between partners involved in a 
relationship. Similarly, Zhuang et al. (2010) argued that the necessity of 
cooperation depends on the mutual dependence of all parties involved in a 
relationship. In this respect, a good cooperative relationship enhances 
capability of partners and promotes partners’ efficiency in exploiting 
interorganisational resources.  
Morgan and Hunt (1994) acknowledged that cooperation arises from the 
existence of trust and commitment and promotes relationship success. From 
this perspective actors involved in a relationship will cooperate when they are 
committed to each other. This is because committed partners are willing to 
make the relationship work. Anderson and Narus (1990, p. 45) contended that 
“Once trust is established, firms learn that coordinated, joint efforts will lead to 
outcomes that exceed what the firm would achieve if it acted solely in its own best 
interests”. Skinner et al. (1992) acknowledged that goal compatibility, role 
clarity, domain consensus, and norms of evaluation and exchange, all have an 
impact on cooperative relationships amongst many others.  
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Both transaction cost economics and relational exchange literatures benefit 
from the concept of cooperation in explaining relationships. Macneil (1978) 
argued that cooperation gives rise to mutuality, solidarity, and role integrity of 
relationships and Williamson (1988) suggested that cooperation acts as a 
safeguard mechanism against opportunistic behaviour of a partner. In other 
words, cooperation mitigates the risks of opportunistic behaviour.  
Discussion on cooperation is often conjoined with the notion of power and 
conflict. It has been argued that cooperation and conflict can co-exist in a 
relationship (Anderson and Narus 1990). However neither of these concepts 
can solely describe the sentiments of interorganisational relationships (Skinner 
et al. 1992). In the same vein, Morgan and Hunt (1994) argued that cooperation 
is not the absence of conflict.  
4.2.3.5. Relationship speci2ic investments 
The relationship literature acknowledges that relationship specific investment 
(RSI) is a pivotal characteristic of organisational relationships (Ivens 2005). 
RSIs refer to idiosyncratic investments in a specific relationship; these 
investments cannot be easily recovered or transferred to other relationships 
(Ganesan 1994) and thus enhance actors’ commitment due to increasing 
switching costs, which in turn increases the involved parties’ desire to maintain 
the relationship (Anderson and Weitz 1992).  
Building on the work of Hallén et al. (1991), Ivens (2005, p. 570) characterised 
relationship specific investments as “adaptations of products, processes, or 
procedures to the specific needs or capabilities of an exchange partner”. As such 
they can be described as interfirm adaptations that enable a firm to secure the 
business with a specific partner. Hallén et al. (1991) argued that such adaptations 
may be either unilateral or reciprocal. The former is based on the power-
dependence situation of the firm and the latter is created through the exchange 
process between parties. They further argued that although unilateral 
adaptations are costs by nature, nevertheless, since such investments cannot be 
transferred to any other business relationships, they are expected to be 
successful and beneficial in long-term. Reciprocal adaptations, on the other 
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hand, foster development of commitment and a mutual expectation that 
precludes opportunistic behaviours in either party. 
Since RSIs often accrue returns only in the long run, they can have different 
impacts on buyers and sellers (Palmatier et al. 2007a). On the one hand, they 
can lower the buyers’ trust in sellers because of their uncertainty regarding the 
sellers’ benevolence, i.e. whether sellers are acting opportunisticly or fairly 
(Gassenheimer and Manolis 2001). On the other hand, sellers’ RSIs can promote 
trust, i.e. sellers send strategic signals that underline that they are committed 
and care about the relationship (Ganesan 1994).  
4.2.4. Performance 
A central proposition that has been studied by contingency theories is that 
performance is contingent upon the fit between a firm’s strategy and its 
structure (Ittner and Larcker 1997). Performance is another important 
dimension in configuration theory-based studies. The meta-analysis of 
accomplishments of configuration research suggests that explaining 
performance is the dominant goal in these studies. Its importance comes from 
the proposition that some configurations are better than others and result in 
superior performance. Thus, the notion of performance and different methods 
of measuring it will be explained in this section.  
Performance, like many other constructs in marketing discipline, is a complex 
multidimensional construct that has a multi-faceted nature (Slater and Olson 
2001; Slater and Olson 2000; Walker and Ruekert 1987) and thus can be 
measured based on a variety of dimensions (Stern et al. 1996). Due to the 
nature of this study, performance can be seen on at least two different levels. 
These are performance on the firm level and performance on the business 
relationship level.  
4.2.4.1. Firm-level performance 
Olson et al. (2005) argued that performance should be seen in the context of the 
firm’s objectives, strategy and market strategy. Ittner and Larcker (1997, p. 17) 
suggested that performance should “encompass not only the organization’s 
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performance on the preceding dimensions, but also any other financial and 
nonfinancial goals that may be important to the organization”. Following their 
advice, several studies have utilised both financial and nonfinancial goals as 
measures of performance. This can be inferred from the meta-analysis of the 
existing configuration-based research that is reviewed in Section 3.3. The meta-
analysis suggests that performance is often assessed by accounting data (e.g. 
return on investment, return on sales and return on assets).  
Table 4.8 provides an overview of selected con<iguration theory-based studies 
on performance implications. This overview indicates that, recently, 
researchers have tended to assess the firm’s performance based on a higher-
order model that captures several aspects of performance including financial 
outcomes, marketing effectiveness, and customer satisfaction (e.g. Katsikeas et 
al. 2006; Vorhies and Morgan 2005). A deeper analysis of existing studies 
reveals that performance is potentially measured by both objective data and 
subjective perceptions. It has been argued in the literature that objective 
performance data and subjective assessment of performance via key informants 
have a strong, significant correlation (Morgan et al. 2004).  
Table 4.8: Selected studies on performance implications of the strategic <it 
Source 
Dimensions of 
configuration 
Performance variable(s) 
(McKee et 
al. 1989) 
Strategic adaptability Organisation performance 
 Return on assets 
 Return on equity 
 Change in market share 
(Slater and 
Olson 
2000) 
Strategy type and 
performance 
 Profitability 
 Market performance 
(Vorhies 
and 
Morgan 
2003) 
The fit between 
marketing 
organization and 
business strategy 
Marketing effectiveness 
 Share growth 
 Sales growth 
 Market position goals 
Marketing efficiency 
 The ratio of marketing expenses to the 
firm’s gross operating revenue 
 The ratio of selling expenses to the firm’s 
gross operating revenue 
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(Vorhies 
and 
Morgan 
2005) 
Benchmarking 
marketing capabilities 
A higher-order construct that comprises: 
 Customer satisfaction: (delivering value, 
delivering customers’ needs, and retaining 
valued customers) 
 Market effectiveness: (market share growth, 
acquiring new customers, and increasing 
sales to existing customer) 
 Profitability: (business unit profitability, 
return on investment, return on sales, and 
reaching financial goals) 
(Olson et 
al. 2005) 
The fit among business 
strategy, marketing 
organisation structure, 
and strategic 
behaviour 
Firm overall performance 
 Meeting expectations 
 Exceeding from competitors in terms of 
overall performance 
 Top management satisfaction 
(Slater et 
al. 2006) 
The fit between 
strategy orientation 
and strategy formation 
capability 
Firm overall performance 
 Meeting expectations 
 Exceeding from competitors in terms of 
overall performance 
 Top management satisfaction 
(Katsikeas 
et al. 2006) 
The fit between 
strategy and 
international 
marketing 
standardization 
A higher-order construct that comprises 
 Sales performance: (sales volume, sales 
growth, and new product sales) 
 Financial performance: (percentage of sales, 
return on investment, and profit growth) 
 Customer performance: (customer 
satisfaction and customer retention) 
(Slater et 
al. 2007) 
Matching strategic 
behaviour and target 
market selection to 
business strategy 
Firm overall performance 
 Meeting expectations 
 Exceeding from competitors in terms of 
overall performance 
 Top management satisfaction 
(Hughes 
and 
Morgan 
2008) 
The fit between 
strategic resources 
and product-market 
strategy 
Financial performance 
 Return on investment 
 “Overall” firm performance 
 Profitability 
(Slater et 
al. 2010) 
Factors influencing 
marketing strategy 
creativity and 
marketing strategy 
implementation 
Firm overall performance 
 Meeting expectations 
 Exceeding from competitors in terms of 
overall performance 
 Top management satisfaction 
 Room for improvement 
 Competitors’ respect for the firm’s 
performance 
Although the literature provides different approaches to measuring firm 
performance, as Table 4.8 indicates, many studies have utilised Jaworski and 
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Kohli’s (1993) global measure of firm performance “because of its relevance 
despite the nature of the contextual influences” (Olson et al. 2005, p. 55).  
Recent findings about relationship marketing also reveal that managing 
relationships with counterparts enhances performance outcome, sales growth, 
profit and other objective performances (e.g. Crosby et al. 1990; Morgan and 
Hunt 1994; Palmatier et al. 2006).  
4.2.4.2. Relationship performance 
Since this study examines configurations of relationship characteristics that fit 
with certain business strategies as well as relationship strategies, it is essential 
to assess the impact of such a strategic fit on relationship performance. 
Literature on business relationships has studied implications of relationship 
performance (Heide and Stump 1995; Noordewier et al. 1990; Selnes and Sallis 
2003). The literature about implications of relationship performance is 
documented well (Heide and Stump 1995; Noordewier et al. 1990; Selnes and 
Sallis 2003). Existing literature argues that successful business relationships 
provoke firms’ overall performance through effectively exploiting required 
resources. Hence, relationship performance is a determinant of firms’ 
competitiveness (Noordewier et al. 1990). Ulga and Eggert (2006a) argue that 
relationship value displays a positive impact on satisfaction, commitment, and 
trust and thus is an antecedent to relationship quality and behavioural 
outcomes, which in turn this leads to higher relationship performance. 
Palmatier et al. (2006) contend that higher levels of cooperation result in 
stronger interfirm relationships, which directly reduce costs and enhance the 
firm’s profit.  
Several theoretical perspectives have studied interorganisational relationship 
performance. In their trust-commitment theory of exchange relationships, 
Morgan and Hunt (1994) proposed that trust and commitment individually or 
together enhance efficiency and effectiveness of organizational relationships. 
This is because committed parties are willing to work together and the trust 
between them triggers an improvement in their relationship performance. 
Building on resource dependence theory, Hibbard et al. (2001b) argued that a 
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firm’s standpoint on the power-dependence continuum and its dependency 
structure determines exchange performance. Hallén et al. (1991) suggested that 
interdependency between firms gives rise to firms’ willingness to maintain and 
improve the relationship. However, asymmetry in power distribution and 
dependency would also negatively influence the relationship performance 
(Gundlach and Cadotte 1994). Also, Selnes and Sallis (2003) argued that the 
desire to collaborate creates a climate for cooperation, which in turn mediates 
relationship performance. Following transaction cost economics theory, Heide 
and John (1990) maintained this belief that relationship specific investments as 
well as opportunism have a direct influence on performance, although several 
other researchers called for a number of constructs that mediate the direct 
relation between relationship specific investment and organisational 
relationship performance including interdependency (Ganesan 1994) and 
commitment (Anderson and Weitz 1992).  
Palmatier et al. (2007a) investigated the drivers of interorganisational 
relationship performance from four different perspectives (i.e. trust-
commitment theory, resource dependence theory, transaction cost economics 
theory, and relational norms). They argued that only commitment and 
relationship specific investment had a direct effect on financial performance 
across the four different theories. In addition, across the four models, only trust, 
commitment, and relationship specific investments drive relationship 
performance.  
Selnes and Sallis (2003, p. 83) stated that “ a well-performing relationship exists 
if both the customer and the supplier are satisfied with the relationship’s 
effectiveness (i.e., doing the right things) and efficiency (i.e., doing things the right 
way)”. The effectiveness refers to the extent to which a relationship is seen as 
worthwhile, equitable, satisfying and productive. Efficiency, on the other hand, 
refers to the extent to which a relationship results in lower overall costs. It has 
to be noted that this study will capture both efficiency and effectiveness aspects 
of relationship performance.  
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4.3. Con2iguration Model 1 
Against the theoretical background discussed in Chapters 3 and 4, the <irst 
configuration model of this study focuses on configurations of relationship 
characteristics vis-à-vis a chosen business strategy type (see Figure 4.3). This 
model aims at examining the configuration or coalignment between seven 
relationship characteristics (i.e. interpersonal trust, interorganisational trust, 
affective commitment, behavioural commitment, relationship specific 
investments, cooperation, and information sharing) and business strategy, and 
assesses the impact of such fit on both firm and relationship performance.  
Figure 4.3: Con<iguration Model 1 
 
All four normative approaches to fit operationalisations outlined earlier in 
Chapter 3 (Section 3.5) will be adopted to test this con<iguration model. This 
comprises of <it as (1) pro<ile deviation, (2) moderation, (3) mediation, and (4) 
covariation. This will allow for methodological juxtaposition and comparison of 
different fit operationalisations.  
4.3.1. Pro2ile deviation hypotheses  
Initially a number of hypotheses will be developed based on a discussion of fit 
as profile deviation. This approach to fit operationalisation lies at the heart of 
this study given that this approach entails the holistic view of configuration 
theory. The profile deviation approach suggests that relationship characteristics 
should be coaligned in a way that is more congruent with a business strategy 
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type, and therefore these unique configurations result in higher relationship 
and firm performance. This conceptualisation is built on Miller’s (1987) concept 
of configuration theory. For each business strategy there exists an ideal 
alignment of relationship characteristics which together drive superior 
performance. Any business relationship with a given ideal configuration would 
share certain characteristics and consequently result in superior performance. 
Thus, companies need to implement business relationship characteristics to a 
certain level so as to approximate or conform as closely as possible to the ideal 
configuration of these characteristics for their business strategy type in order to 
achieve superior performance.  
Building on existing literature (Miller 1987; Venkatraman 1990), the proposed 
conceptual model (see Figure 4.4) suggests that <irms can leverage the seven 
characteristics of their interfirm relationships in order to accomplish an 
optimal fit with their business strategy. Fit in this sense refers to the degree of 
adherence to an externally specified ideal profile (i.e. the degree to which 
business relationship characteristics differ from those identified as ideal for 
implementing such a strategy).  
Figure 4.4: Conceptual framework of the Con<iguration Model 1 from the ideal pro<ile deviation 
perspective 
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Adherence to this ideal profile is expected to be significantly associated with 
higher performance, whereas the deviation from this ideal profile implies poor 
performance. Hence, the implication of fit as ideal profile deviation approach is 
that ‘a unit of deviation’ reflects a unit of misalignment or misfit between 
business relationship characteristics and those of the ideal profile for a given 
strategy type. Such a misalignment is expected to have a significant negative 
relationship with performance (Venkatraman and Prescott 1990).  
The model shown in Figure 4.4 represents the relationship between business 
strategy types and relationship characteristics (different predictor variables) on 
the one hand, and relationship performance and the firm’s performance on the 
other. Thus, the following hypothesis will be tested, based on the profile 
deviation logic: 
H1: The more similar configurations of business relationship characteristics are 
to those of the ideal for its given business strategy type, the higher will be (a) its 
relationship performance and (b) firm performance. 
4.3.2. Moderation hypotheses  
Resembling the work of Venkatraman (1989), the conceptualisation of the fit as 
moderation approach implies that the impact of relationship characteristics on 
performance is dependent upon the level of moderator variable. As such the 
moderation approach to fit proposes that the effect of business relationship 
characteristics on performance is contingent on business strayegy. Therefore 
the fit between strategy and business relationship characteristics is a 
determinant of performance. It has to be noted that business strategy in some 
studies is considered as the moderator (Slater et al. 2010; Slater et al. 2007). 
The focus of such a study is on examining the ‘direction’ or the ‘strength’ of the 
relationship between a predictor variable and a dependent variable, which is 
commonly tested with a split-group approach. Therefore, these studies require 
an appropriate categorical moderator such as business strategy to split the 
sample into different groups and examine the direction and the strength of 
relationship between variables of interest within each group (Venkatraman 
1989).  
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Conversely, this study focuses on the ‘form of moderation’, which is often tested 
with moderated regression analysis (Sharma et al. 1981). The emphasis in this 
perspective is not on the strength within groups but rather on the interaction 
between two variables. The proposition in this perspective is that the 
performance outcome is jointly determined by the interaction of the predictor 
and the moderator variables (Venkatraman 1989). The focus of adopting fit as 
moderation in this study is on assessing the interaction effects of business 
strategy and the seven business relationship characteristics on performance 
(see Figure 4.5). This is much like the classic example of the interaction effects 
of sun, rain, and soil nutrients on crop yield (Van de Ven and Drazin 1985).  
Figure 4.5: Conceptual framework of the Con<iguration Model 1 from the moderation 
perspective 
 
However for the clarity of the reader, and in line with previous studies on 
configuration theory (Slater et al. 2010; Slater et al. 2007), business strategy in 
this study is considered as the moderator of the relationship between business 
relationship characteristics and performance. The focus in this set of 
hypotheses is not on understanding the congruence between strategy and 
business relationship characteristics, but rather on explaining variation in 
performance from the interaction of business relationship characteristics and 
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business strategy. In this study, it is proposed that the performance is jointly 
determined by the interaction between business strategy and business 
relationship characteristics. Thus, the following hypotheses will be tested, 
based on the moderation logic: 
H2: The interaction between business strategy and (H2-1) interpersonal trust, 
(H2-2) interorganisational trust, (H2-3) affective commitment, (H2-4) 
behavioural commitment, (H2-5) relationship speci,ic investments, (H2-6) 
cooperation, and (H2-7) information sharing is positively associated with (a) 
relationship performance and (b) firm performance. 
4.3.3. Mediation hypotheses  
The conceptualisation of the fit as mediation posits the existence of business 
relationship characteristics as significant intervening mechanisms between 
business strategy and the performance of the firm. As results of the meta-
analysis of the accomplishments of configuration theory-based research 
indicate (see Section 3.3), strategic researchers embraced the conceptualisation 
of fit as moderation more often than fit as mediation. However, through the 
latter, researchers are able to examine the direct and indirect (spurious) effects 
of business strategy on performance. Mediation models decompose associations 
into components that reveal potential causal mechanisms (Shrout and Bolger 
2002). Vorhies et al. (2009) for example found that both architectural and 
specialised marketing capabilities positively mediate the relationship between 
product-market strategy and business unit performance. As in the work of 
Vorhies et al. (2009), this study examines the mediating effect of business 
relationship characteristics on the relationship between business strategy and 
performance (see Figure 4.6).  
The mediation perspective in this sense decomposes the effects that the fit (i.e. 
business strategy-business relationship characteristics) has on performance 
into direct effects versus indirect effects (Venkatraman 1989). As such it 
addresses the fit that business strategy-business relationship characteristics 
have on performance. 
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Figure 4.6: Conceptual framework of the Con<iguration Model 1 from the mediation perspective 
 
Thus, the following hypothesis will be tested, based on the mediation logic:  
H3: The relationship between business strategy and (a) relationship 
performance and (b) ,irm performance is signi,icantly mediated by (H3-1) 
interpersonal trust, (H3-2) interorganisational trust, (H3-3) affective 
commitment, (H3-4) behavioural commitment, (H3-5) relationship speci,ic 
investments, (H3-6) cooperation, and (H3-7) information sharing. 
4.3.4. Covariation hypotheses  
The covariation perspective is the last method of fit that will be utilised in this 
study. This method of fit focuses on the patterns of internal consistency among 
a set of theoretically related variables. This conceptualization of fit is 
complementary to fit as profile deviation. Whereas fit as profile deviation 
assesses the assumption that within each strategic type there exist ideal types 
against which other firms can benchmark their relationship characteristics in 
ways that improve relationship performance and subsequently firm 
performance, fit as covariation examines the impact of internal consistency 
regarding aligning a company’s relationship characteristics with business 
strategy to achieve superior relationship performance.  
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Venkatraman (1989) argued that conceptualisation of the fit as covariation is 
the best way to understand covariation between the constituent elements of an 
organisational configuration. Therefore it is essential to examine the validity of 
this perspective in configuration research. This study examines the covariation 
between business strategy on the one hand and business relationship 
characteristics on the other. Venkatraman (1990) argued that speci<ication of 
coalignment in terms of covariation requires the explication of the underlying 
logical linkage between the dimensions. However, general linear models such as 
regression analysis are not applicable given that they miss the concept of an 
internal logic underlying a strategy (Hambrick 1980) as the “regression 
coefficient may have statistical significance, but may indicate no apparent logical 
linkage among the various independent variables” (p. 571).  
Following Venkatraman’s (1989) advice, a higher-order model will be used to 
capture the covariation of the coalignment of the seven relationship 
characteristics with business strategy. The reason for using a higher-order 
model is that a regression model does not suffice for this model of fit. This is 
because regression coefficients could be statistically significant and yet fail to 
yield any logical linkage between business relationship characteristics.  
The idea of utilising fit as covariation is that the coalignment of the business 
strategy and business relationship characteristics is captured in an unobserved 
theoretical construct (i.e. relationship characteristic coalignment) at a higher 
level than the individual elements of organisational relationship and business 
strategy. Following the confirmatory factor analysis advocated by Venkatraman 
(1989) the conceptualisation of fit as covariation can be translated into two 
structural equation models. The first model (i.e. main effect model) is aimed at 
capturing the main effect (Figure 4.7-A). In this model all seven relationship 
characteristic constructs as well as the business strategy construct directly 
relate to both relationship performance and firm’s performance. The competing 
model will be set up based on a higher-order construct that captures the 
coalignment of the seven relationship characteristic constructs as well as 
business strategy, and assesses the extent to which it influences performance 
constructs (Figure 4.7-B).  
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Figure 4.7: Conceptual framework of the Con<iguration Model 1 from the covariation 
perspective: (A) Baseline model (B) Covariation model. 
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The assumption is that if business strategy has an influence on the coalignment 
of business relationship characteristics, then the higher-order model should 
work better in comparison to the direct effect model (Venkatraman 1989). 
Thus, the following hypothesis will be tested, based on the covariation logic:  
H4: The coalignment of business relationship characteristics (i.e. interpersonal 
trust, interorganisational trust, affective commitment, behavioural 
commitment, relationship specific investments, cooperation, and information 
sharing) together with business strategy is positively associated with (a) 
relationship performance and (b) firm performance  
4.4. Chapter summary 
This chapter focused on discussing three dimensions of configuration theory 
research, which form the basis for the development of a configuration model. 
These dimensions are strategy, structure and performance. Several definitions 
of the strategy dimension were provided and its importance was emphasised. In 
addition, the advantages of the Miles and Snow’s (1978) typology of 
organisational forms over the generic strategies of Porter (1980) were 
explained. With regards to relationship strategy, initially a thorough review of 
the literature was conducted in the quest for a typology of business relationship 
that was analogous to a typology of portfolios of most important business 
relationships. Results of this meta-analysis called for the development of a new 
typology for relationship strategy, which will be discussed in the next chapter.  
In terms of relationship structure, a comprehensive review of the literature on 
relationship characteristics suggested that trust (both at interpersonal level and 
at interorganisational level), commitment (both affective and behavioural 
aspects), cooperation, information sharing and relationship specific 
investments can collectively capture both attitudinal and behavioural aspects of 
business relationships. The third dimension of configuration research (i.e. 
performance outcomes) was discussed next. The pertinent literature suggested 
a higher-order construct that captures different aspects of performance at firm 
level (i.e. financial outcomes, marketing effectiveness, and customer 
satisfaction). It was also concluded that this study would assess the effects of 
the configurations on both firm performance and relationship performance.   
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The second part of this chapter focused on the development of the first 
configuration model. Furthermore, four normative conceptualisations of fit (i.e. 
profile deviation, moderation, mediation, and covariation) were used to 
generate hypotheses regarding the configuration and coalignment of business 
strategy vis-à-vis seven characteristics of business relationships. The 
conceptualisation of the fit as profile deviation was at the heart of the 
development of the hypotheses due to its holistic view of configuration.  
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This is that part of the earlier <igure 1.1 that is being addressed in the 
forthcoming chapter.  
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Chapter 5: Developing a typology of business 
relationship strategies 
5.1. Introduction 
The discussion in the first section of this chapter revolves around the issue of 
developing a new typology of business relationship strategies. The development 
of this typology starts with a discussion of it prerequisites. Hence, I start by 
explaining the theoretical background and major issues that need to be 
considered when developing this typology. This discussion then turns toward a 
consideration of resource acquisitions as the major strategic intent behind 
building strategic relationships. Finally in this part, it will be explained how the 
IMP Group approach meets resource dependence theory in the development of 
resource acquisition strategy types.  
The next section of this chapter is dedicated to the research design for 
developing such a typology. The purpose of this section is to outline the 
methodology employed, which comprises two phases. From this, the discussion 
moves on to the qualitative phase of the research (phase1). Here, this method 
will be outlined and the interviews will be explained. This is followed by an in-
depth content analysis of the interview transcripts that resulted in the 
identification of the key mutually distinct themes of resource acquisition 
strategies.  
Following on from the content analysis of the interviews, the second phase of 
this part of the research is designed to further test the robustness of the 
findings through quantitative surveys. This process includes the development of 
three surveys that are aimed at the interviewees, full time MBA students and 
international executive MBA students at Manchester Business School. Next, two 
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different statistical tests are performed to validate the findings. The results of 
these tests and further discussions are presented in the final section.  
5.2. Theoretical Background 
The purpose of this chapter is to develop a typology for relationship strategies 
against the theoretical background discussed in Chapters 2 and 3. There are two 
major issues that should be taken into consideration in developing this 
typology. First, it should be developed based on the portfolio of most important 
business relationships. This is because portfolio-based analysis benefits from 
focusing on the business relationships that are central to a firm’s competitive 
advantage and are of strategic importance to the organisation (Turnbull and 
Zolkiewski 1997; Zolkiewski and Turnbull 2002). The concept of the portfolio 
has been widely used in business relationship studies and practice (e.g. Fiocca 
1982; Olsen and Ellram 1997; Turnbull 1990; Turnbull and Zolkiewski 1997; 
Yorke and Droussiotis 1994; Zolkiewski and Turnbull 2002). This issue has 
already been discussed in more detail in Section 2.9 of Chapter 2.  
The second issue to be considered is the distinction between relationship types 
and relationship strategies. A typology or taxonomy of business relationships is 
merely a way of categorizing relational structures either theoretically or 
empirically (Tong et al. 2008). This categorization does not capture the 
strategic intent behind building and maintaining a relationship. In contrast, a 
relationship strategy is about “bounded choice-making to position oneself in a 
nexus of relationships” (Donaldson and O'Toole 2007, p. 42). The importance of 
this view of relationship strategies resides in the fact that these choices lead to 
substantial outcomes.  
The study of relationship strategies gives rise to the question of why firms 
develop business relationships. Building on theories of organisational learning 
and strategic positioning, the alliance literature has underpinned several 
strategic motives for alliance formation from a strategic perspective (Glaister 
and Buckley 1996; Harrigan 1985; Porter and Fuller 1986). In their work on 
strategic alliances, for instance, Hsu et al. (2008, p. 678), provided a ‘portfolio of 
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reasons’ for alliance formation that included ‘gaining access to a particular 
resource’, ‘gaining access to foreign markets’, ‘product/service development’, and 
‘learning’, among others. Literature on business relationships also suggests 
several strategic reasons for developing interfirm collaborations. Zerrillo and 
Raina (1996) argue that among the manifold reasons for the development of 
business relationships, for example, asymmetry, reciprocity, efficiency and 
adaptive responses to business network conditions, the main, pivotal 
motivation is to satisfy the need to access particular resources that are 
controlled by others, thus implying a resource-dependence aspect of relational 
management (Heide 1994b; Pfeffer and Salancik 1978a; Ulrich and Barney 
1984).  
Barney (1991, p. 101) defines firm resources as “all assets, capabilities, 
organizational processes, firm attributes, information, knowledge, etc. controlled 
by a firm that enable the firm to conceive of and implement strategies that 
improve its efficiency and effectiveness”. However, in this study, the term 
resource refers to all resources that reside in the networks in which a firm is 
placed rather than those that inhere within the focal firm (Gulati 1999; Gulati 
and Gargiulo 1999).  
In this context, Turnbull et al. (1996, p. 47) suggest that relationship strategies 
are best developed based on an “understanding of wider factors”, including a 
business network perspective, and hence the starting point for developing 
relationship strategies is linked to the issue of interdependencies between 
firms. Such an approach is in line with the central argument of the IMP Group 
(e.g. Håkansson and Snehota 1989), who assert that firms have limited 
opportunities to act independently of others in the network. They posit that a 
firm’s ability to generate superior outcomes is dependent on the planning and 
behaviour of other actors and ultimately how a single firm relates to the 
strategic acts of other actors in the network (Wilkinson and Young 2002). 
Consequently, the relationship strategy of a firm is related to the 
interdependencies between firms in the network.  
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Relationship strategy, in this context, is therefore aimed at positively affecting 
the network position of the firm (Johanson and Mattsson 1992), that is, its 
ability to mobilise resources from other actors in the business system (Pfeffer, 
and Salancik, 1978). The notion of network position is important because, 
whereas the literature on strategy typically relates to activities taken by one 
actor to influence its relationships with others, the network view of the firm 
concerns the efforts of a company to find a better network position in its 
business environment (Gulati 1999; Gulati and Gargiulo 1999; Johanson and 
Mattsson 1992). This is based on the existing interdependencies between firms 
within the overall and embedded business network (Turnbull et al. 1996), and 
thus access to resources held by others is the motivation behind the 
interactions of companies via the development of business relationships. On a 
more general level, the reason for entering into business relationships is the 
acquisition of necessary resources through interactions, exchanges, 
collaboration, or mobilising the resources of other actors (Donaldson and 
O'Toole 2007). In other words, business relationships allow firms to exploit and 
develop their own resource base by linking it to the mobilised resources of 
other actors (Turnbull and Wilson 1989). Similarly, Barringer and Harrison 
(2000) argued that the formation of interorganisational relationships would 
allow firms to create value through combining different resources. The 
emphasis here is on access to strategic resources and capabilities that are not 
owned by the focal company(Gulati 1999; Gulati and Gargiulo 1999). 
The concept of resource acquisition strategies (RAS) based on business 
relationships has received scant attention from researchers in the field of 
strategic management. Starr and MacMillan (1990) are among the few scholars 
who have, to some extent, explored this issue. They argued that co-optation is 
one of the easiest mechanisms for gaining access to resources. They introduced 
two types of co-optation, namely ‘co-opting legitimacy’ and ‘co-opting under-
utilized goods’. They proposed that social assets, such as obligation, trust, 
gratitude, liking, and friendship, could secure the co-optation of support for 
corporate ventures. Although their research contributed to the understanding 
of resource acquisition strategies, it suffers from merely using a social 
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transaction lens. Adopting the social transaction perspective constrained their 
ability to recognise the full range of resource acquisition strategies. Starr and 
MacMillan (1990, p. 90) admitted that “further research should be devoted to 
enhancing our understanding of the characteristics of these and other social 
assets”.  
Such a shortcoming invites us to take a new approach to exploring resource 
acquisition strategies in greater detail. The approach of the present study is 
grounded in the fundamental insights of the resource-based view, and more 
specifically the resource-dependence theory (Barney 1991; Barney and Arikan 
2001; Wernerfelt 1984). Under the latter, interfirm relationships are 
considered strategic resources in themselves for a variety of reasons (Ivens et 
al. 2009), including that these relationships account for a large part of a firm’s 
profit, they also connect firms to the network and its resource constellations, 
and they combine a company’s resources with those of other actors in the 
network, and thus a majority of these resources are beyond the ownership of 
any single actor within the network (Gadde et al. 2003). Changes in network 
positions thus affect the structure of the interdependencies between the 
companies in a network, and hence a company’s ability to acquire crucial 
resources through interactions. 
From this perspective, the reason for entering into business relationships is 
grounded in the issue of resource acquisition needs and their fulfillment 
through interactions with other actors (Donaldson and O'Toole 2007). Such a 
perspective is an outcome as well as a further development of the resource-
based view (Barney 1991; Barney and Arikan 2001; Wernerfelt 1984). The 
effectiveness of a firm’s performance depends therefore on its ability to create 
value through combining different types of resources, even if these are not 
owned by the company (Stuart 1998). Interfirm relationships, as part of a 
resource-dependence perspective, therefore become critical resources 
themselves (Ivens et al. 2009; Rittera and Gemündenb 2003).  
Hence, understanding the interdependency between firms can help us to better 
understand the prospects for resource acquisition strategies. Interdependency 
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between firms can take a variety of forms. However, they are all related to the 
acquisition of different, strategic resources. Resource acquisition strategies 
therefore represent an umbrella concept that covers various approaches to 
forming a relationship strategy.  
In summary, it is sufficient to emphasise that, despite a plethora of studies 
about portfolios of business relationship types, to date there exists no clear 
typology which links these different business relationship types to different 
types of resource acquisition strategies. This is somewhat astonishing, as 
resource acquisition is often seen as the crucial aspect of the management of 
networks (Gadde and Snehota 2000; Håkansson and Ford 2002). In addition, 
affecting a company’s network position in order to improve its ability to secure 
crucial resources is posited to be a core strategic activity of business marketing 
(Gadde et al. 2003; Johanson and Mattsson 1992).  
5.3. Research design 
To develop a new typology of resource acquisition strategies for the portfolio of 
most important business relationships, this study initially employed qualitative 
interviews, followed by a quantitative phase (Neuman 2006; Punch 2005). The 
qualitative phase aimed at understanding distinct resource acquisition 
strategies, through in-depth interviews supplemented by a review of the extant 
literature. The quantitative phase comprised three waves of data collection by 
survey instrument, which together aimed at validating the findings from the 
qualitative phase. Figure 5.1 presents the research framework for developing 
the resource acquisition strategies.  
It shows that the first wave of the survey was targeted solely at the original 
interviewees, in order to capture any further comments and test the robustness 
of the analysis. In contrast, the last two waves were aimed, respectively, at full 
time MBA and international executive MBA students at Manchester Business 
School. The objective of these two surveys was to further validate the findings. ` 
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Figure 5.1: Research framework for developing resource acquisition strategies 
 
 
 
5.4. Phase1: qualitative interviews 
5.4.1. Qualitative method 
An initial qualitative research method was deemed most appropriate, due to the 
nature of the research objective (Easton 1995; Patton 2002). The interview 
instrument was used to investigate the issues around resource acquisition 
strategies in detail. This approach includes interpretative sense-making on the 
part of the researcher, which allows the researcher to seek for meaning and 
limit superficial explanations. More importantly, a multiple case approach is 
most appropriate for exploratory studies that are based on ‘how’ and ‘why’ 
questions (Yin 2003, p. 1). This approach is often preferred by researchers in 
social science (Neuman 2006; Yin 2003) and has frequently been used by the 
IMP Group (Beverland and Lindgreen 2010). In-depth examination of each case 
until saturation is reached allows the researcher to identify alternative resource 
acquisition strategies, whilst considering the unique situations and contingent 
factors that distinguish each individual case. Furthermore, a multiple case 
approach enables an external validation of the findings from each single case. 
Given the fact that dyadic relationships are embedded in an interorganisational 
network (Hoffmann 2007), the unit of analysis in this research is the portfolio 
of the most important business relationships of the focal firm. Although each 
Analysing the data and interpreting the findings 
Phase1 Phase2 
 160 
dyad (the pairing of the focal firm with another firm in the network) within a 
focal company’s relationship portfolio, comprises a distinct intangible asset, the 
focus of this part of the research is on the combination of those dyads that are 
perceived by the focal company to be of strategic importance.  
5.4.2. Interviews 
The empirical data for this part of the research were collected through multiple 
face-to-face or telephone-based, semi-structured interviews with CEOs and/or 
senior marketing managers of companies. These companies were based in the 
UK and the USA. The main reason for selecting these countries is that they are 
both characterised by mature economies with similar cultures (Bharadwaj et al. 
1993). For the UK sampling, a list of 160 companies from service industries was 
generated from commercial company databases. I made telephone contact with 
the CEO or a senior marketing and supply manager to enquire about the 
possibility of enlisting their support for the interviews. The same approach was 
taken for the USA-based companies.  
In addition to explaining the purpose of the research, during the first contact 
companies were offered an aggregate report based on the interviews, following 
Goetz et al.’s (1984) suggestion that incentives can increase both the response 
rate and data quality (see Appendix A). Hansen (2007) also notes the positive 
impact of this approach on the quality of interviews. On the UK side, a total of 
117 successful telephone contacts were made, of which 20 companies 
(comprising 24 interviews) agreed to participate in the interviews. On the US 
side, out of 45 successful telephone contacts with managers of the companies, a 
total of six companies (comprising six interviews) agreed to take part in this 
research by telephone interview. Telephone interviewing is a popularly 
accepted method of collecting data, given that it does not bias the results and is 
economical (Leon et al. 2003; Sarantakos 2005). For the UK, most of the 
companies (sixteen) are located in the Northwest of England, three companies 
are based in London and one company is located near Shef<ield. Table 5.1 
provides general information about each case and the interviewees’ position in 
the companies.  
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Table 5.1: List of companies, interviewees and their positions 
Company Interviewee Position 
Company 
turnover 
(Million GBP) 
Number of 
employees 
Country 
I1 Director 
Company 1 
I2 Deputy director 
Under 10 150 UK 
Company 2 I3 Director Over 100 4,000 UK 
Company 3 I4 
International retail 
manager 
10-25 500 UK 
Company 4 I5 Senior marketing manager Under 10 110 UK 
Company 5 I6 Senior marketing manager 10-25 180 UK 
Company 6 I7 Corporate partner Under 10 250 UK 
Company 7 I8 Corporate partner 10-25 400 UK 
I9 Director 
I10 Marketing manager Company 8 
I11 Sales manager 
Under 10 50 UK 
Company 9  I12 Senior marketing manager 10-25 110 UK 
Company 10  I13 Director Under 10 40 UK 
Company 11  I14 Corporate Partner Under 10 150 UK 
Company 12  I15 General Manager 10-25 200 UK 
Company 13  I16 General manager 50-100 500 UK 
I17 Marketing Manager 
Company 14  
I18 Marketing Manager 
10-25 50 UK 
Company 15  I19 Senior marketing manager Over 100 2,000 UK 
Company 16 I20 Senior marketing manager 50-100 250 UK 
Company 17 I21 Director 25-50 60 UK 
Company 18 I22 Director 50-100 500 UK 
Company 19 I23 Senior marketing manager 50-100 450 UK 
Company 20 I24 Senior marketing manager Under 10 35 UK 
Company 21 I25 General manager 25-50 1,000 USA 
Company 22 I26 Executive director 25-50 1,000 USA 
Company 23 I27 Director Under 10 25 USA 
Company 24 I28 General manager Under 10 30 USA 
Company 25 I29 Senior marketing manager Under 10 30 USA 
Company 26 I30 General manager 10-25 45 USA 
The respondents were selected on the basis of holding senior positions in their 
company as well as being fully involved in decision-making processes with 
regards to their most important business customers and suppliers. All the 
companies are of medium to large size, with the number of employees ranging 
from 25 to 4,000 and turnover between £200,000 and £100 million in the year 
2009.  
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Prior to the start of the interview, I provided the participants with some general 
information on the research topic. Furthermore, I assured them of their 
anonymity in relation to the views they gave. The interviews were carried out 
between July and December in 2009. They were loosely structured around the 
nature and characteristics of the portfolio of the company’s most important 
business relationships. On average, the duration of each interview was about 30 
minutes, with the exception of one very informal interview that lasted around 3 
hours. Due to the exploratory nature of this part of the research, it was decided 
to use semi-structured interviews (Punch 2005). Appendix B contains the guide 
that was used for these interviews. The interview guide was flexible enough to 
allow discussion, and the respondents were encouraged to go into more detail, 
for instance by giving examples. As the data collection process progressed, the 
interview framing was constantly fine-tuned and new questions were 
developed into the design of the next interview on the basis of the initial 
analyses of the empirical data (Patton 2002).  
5.4.3. Data analysis and 2indings 
All the interviews conducted for this study were tape recorded and then 
transcribed verbatim for in-depth analysis. Content analysis was used to 
analyse the interview transcripts (Kolbe and Burnett 1991; Richards 2005). It 
has been argued in the literature that this is an appropriate method for textual 
investigations (Silverman 2005; Silverman 2006). The transcripts were read 
and annotated providing a first level coding (Robson 2002). The analytical 
strategy adopted in this part of research was to seek to link the collected data to 
the pertinent research question through making sense of the content of the 
transcribed interviews. (Andersen and Kragh 2010). This process led to the 
development of 5 key themes. The software program QSR NVivo 8.0 was used to 
identify key themes. This software package offers a range of powerful and 
flexible tools that make it extremely useful in the analysis of qualitative data 
(Bazeley 2007; Richards 1999).  
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5.4.3.1. Money bonds 
The content analysis of the interviews indicates that there are several mutually 
distinct categories of strategic resources that firms might seek when forming 
business relationships with their counterparts. The main category relates to 
financial resources. This is the basic and yet one of the most important 
resources for companies and gives them the ability to acquire other resources 
(Barringer and Harrison 2000). As respondent I27 states:  
“You have a big customer or the guy invoicing £300,000 a year with 
you or whatever amount that is, but that is a significant amount of 
money that if you were to lose that money, that would create a big 
hardship on the business in trying to keep the doors open! We call 
them important bonds.”  
Similarly, respondent I17 said: 
“We have some account managers that deal with, if you like, a volume 
level that looks after organisations that are most important to us based 
on turnover, volume of sales and profit they have with us, so how big 
that organisation is in its current guise and how big it’s likely to grow 
to!” 
In order to survive in the market, every company has to find a way to be 
profitable. This profit enables a firm to leverage business opportunities. Hence, 
the portfolio of most important business relationships tends to include those 
that bring a company a signi<icant amount of money. As respondent I27 
explained:  
“We have a big multinational corporation as the example of an 
important bond that is huge and does huge volume of business with us, 
and so we do everything that we can to maintain a very good 
relationship with them. But because they are such a huge corporation 
we really don’t have any friendship bonds, we just have a very highly 
motivated customer service relationship with them and special 
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treatment in regards to the things that multinationals may ask for in 
regards to the volume of the business that they do, you may consider a 
volume discount and things of that nature.”  
Therefore, the first resource acquisition strategy relates to financial resources, 
that is ‘to make as much money as possible’ from strategic business relationships. 
5.4.3.2. New market bonds 
Whilst all of the respondents to some extent stressed the importance of gaining 
money when forming any sort of business relationships, the majority also 
stressed other important factors behind developing relational ties. One such 
factor is connected to the issue of a focal company’s position in the network. 
Network position itself represents a very important resource for companies, 
and they always try to find the best possible position so that they can enhance 
their networking outcomes. Although the focus of the resource-based view of 
the firm is on resources and capabilities internal to the firm, research on the 
network view of the firm highlights the importance of external resources, which 
reside in the firm’s networks (Zaheer and Bell 2005). For instance, firms may 
seek a new route to market in order to strengthen their network position and to 
increase their market share. This is exempli<ied by respondent I25:  
“We have strategic customers in the US that, even if I am not making 
much money locally, it is important to service these customers because 
they are national strategic customers for us. … these are strategic 
customers and we do whatever it takes to make sure of the quality of 
services for these customers at any one of the locations that they have.”  
What this interviewee is suggesting is that sometimes companies have to 
provide customers with superior value because of network effects. The strategic 
literature emphasises the importance of strategic positioning for firms’ 
competitiveness in the market (Harrigan 1988). Zaheer and Bell (2005) also 
argued that firms with superior network structures are more capable of 
exploiting their internal capabilities. Similarly, Gulati and Gargiulo (1999) argue 
that a firm’s access to critical external resources depends on the structure of the 
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network and the firms to which it is tied. This notion was echoed by respondent 
I26:  
“I have a customer here that, in terms of direct sales volume, is not 
comparable to my other large customers whatsoever and yet I give them 
the same attention that I do to my very large customers. Also, there are 
some times we have to give a small customer the level of service more 
than they need because of other network effects, because of other 
relationships with our company. You might not be particularly friendly 
with them and they don’t bring you much sales and yet you give them 
good levels of service. I have to! Because in another part of this country 
they are huge potential customers for us.”  
The key point is that some customers may not directly contribute to a firm’s 
profit and yet they provide resources in terms of, for example, a unique route to 
a new and highly important market. This is also a factor for respondent I4:  
“Our most important relationships were often not our largest customers 
but were part of groups that could significantly increase revenue if we 
could manage to break in.”  
Such thinking is in line with Turnbull et al.’s (1996) argument about the 
importance of network position; thus, the second resource acquisition strategy 
can be summarised as relating to market access, that is ‘whilst making money is 
important, firms also focus on having relationships that help them to gain access 
to potentially large, new markets’. 
5.4.3.3. Utilisation bonds 
The next resource acquisition strategy relates to utilising asset capacity. Firms 
often look for business relationships within which they can utilise their 
capacity. The critical point of this type of resource acquisition strategy is for a 
firm to exploit, with the help of its counterpart, the full potential of its 
customers, by developing a sustainable market for the products and/or services 
that it has. As respondent I10 mentioned:  
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“We see our company as capable of excess capacity and that helps us to 
expand our business. It also substantiates and validates what we do!”  
This strategy seeks better utilisation of assets through the development of the 
products or services offered. Walter and Barney (1990) suggested that mergers 
and acquisitions are a mechanism used to obtain and exploit economies of scale 
and scope. In the same vein, the better utilisation of products/services could be 
the aim of inter<irm cooperation. This concept is highlighted by respondent I11:  
“By establishing a successful long-term business relationship and 
market penetration, our company's resources will achieve better 
utilisation along with further developing our products/services to 
expand our distribution. At the same time we will have growing 
financial resources to support the development of new innovative 
products etc. that can be patented to increase our intellectual property 
base. Registration of our market entry products will not be possible 
because we will have already disclosed them.”  
Thus, this resource acquisition strategy suggests that ‘whilst making money is 
important, firms also focus on having relationships that help them to utilise their 
asset capacity’. 
5.4.3.4. Intellectual bonds 
Another resource acquisition strategy is about gaining skills and intellectual 
property. Turnbull et al. (1996, p. 48) argued that skills can be understood as “a 
set of technologies” and each company possesses certain kinds of skills that are 
only valuable if they are of interest to other companies. Several researchers 
have pointed out that organisational relationships are a means for bringing 
together the complementary skills and know-how required by a focal firm. The 
fusion of these skills and know-how can result in product or service innovation 
and/or expansion, which in turn enhances the competitiveness of the firm 
(Glaister and Buckley 1996). In this sense, skills and intellectual property are 
seen as critical resources, and thus acquiring skills is a motivation for the 
interactions between companies (Turnbull et al. 1996). Organisational 
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relationships therefore enable firms to internalise skills from their partners 
(Hsu et al. 2008). As respondent I7 puts it:  
“Throughout our business relationships we work with our customers 
closely and over the years that we have worked with them we have 
learned from them and we have developed new services that we can 
then offer to other parts of their corporation, or we can provide other 
companies with these new services.”  
Moreover, it has been argued in the literature that firms often improve their 
competitiveness in the market by seeking new skills and technologies, which 
can be gained through purposefully building relationships with actors that own 
these capabilities (Hamel 1991; Hsu et al. 2008). This issue is also emphasised 
by respondent I20:  
“What we gain from these customers is a sort of skill if you like, that 
helps us to develop new services that we can the offer to other 
customers.” 
Literature on the resource-based view of the firm asserts that sustainable 
competitive advantage resides in a firm’s ability to purposefully create and 
develop inimitable capabilities and skills (Barney 1991; Black and Boal 1994; 
Oxley and Sampson 2004). Respondent I15 emphasises the importance of 
learning:  
“We have very much changed our approach from a sales-led 
organisation to a customer-led organisation, so we tried to create a new 
brand through learning from our customer.”  
These statements are in line with Gadde et al.’s (2003, p. 360) suggestion that 
firms should “find partners with complementary strategic resources and 
relational capabilities”. Thus, the fourth resource acquisition strategy can be 
articulated as ‘whilst making money is important, firms also focus on having 
relationships that help them to gain intellectual property and skills’. 
 168 
5.4.3.5. Credibility bonds 
The final category of resource acquisition strategy is related to credibility and 
reference sales. Credibility comes from the reputation of a partner with whom 
the firm co-operates (Arend 2009). Reputations are seen as a strategic resource 
(Barney 1991) that contribute to alliance success (Saxton 1997). Respondent I8 
emphasises the importance of working with important customers, stating that:  
“Acting for our most important customers gives us both reputation and 
credibility. It also gives us volume of work. It will also stimulate work of 
higher value and thus gives us ability to cross-sell to other companies.”  
The importance of reference sales is echoed by respondent I1:  
“They have done something else that has made and makes them 
extremely important as a customer and that is that through this whole 
entire process of relationship they give very strong recommendations to 
any other company that wants to consider purchasing the same service, 
they recommend us highly and we continue to go back to them 
whenever somebody wants references even if it’s their biggest 
competitor, they don’t care! They will give anyone on planet earth a 
very strong reference that they should buy from us and only consider us 
because of so many positive reasons.”  
These statements are in line with Turnbull et al.’s (1996) argument that one 
aspect of a company’s network position is their reputation in the network. They 
argued that reputation effects are perceived as a ‘seal of approval’ that can 
enable a firm to develop further relationships elsewhere in its network. Thus, 
the last resource acquisition strategy that was found through the initial 
qualitative study is: ‘whilst making money is important, firms also focus on 
having relationships that help them to build their credibility and reference sales’. 
Table 5.2 contains further evidence from the interviews for each RAS type.  
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Table 5.2: Summary of further evidence from the interviews for each RAS type 
RAS type Interviewee Description 
I5 
“If you are a multinational company with operations all over the 
world …, the time that we put for one versus the other will be 
different because for us it’s important how much cash or revenue we 
will get from this customer.” 
I18 
“We just want to extract more money from our clients’ pockets, 
that’s is what we are looking for, making profit!” 
Money 
bonds 
I24 
“With our biggest business customers, the level of service we offer 
would be really down to what budget they put for this and how 
much we can get from them.”  
I3 
“If we are not in say the manufacturing industry and there is big 
customer who wants us irrespective of size we will still put the 
resource into this if it’s a big company.”  
I21 
“Through these companies we see if there is a space that we are not 
in.” 
I28 
“It matters to us if this particular organisation could be sort of a key 
organisation in getting into a particular industry.” 
New market 
bonds 
I30 
“When making business with large customers we often see what 
type of relationship we would have with possibly other big 
companies.” 
I12 
“Our important relationships are those that enable us to better 
utilise our services.” 
I16 
“We need to have minimum 95% occupancy for our business model 
and obviously this can be achieved by handling the customers and 
bargaining with them, even though it’s a long-term relationship 
with them!”  
I19 
“From a business point of view what we’ve tried to do is develop our 
organisation and structure to cater for the needs of those 
organisations depending on our skill sets and abilities, and the need 
to that organisation.” 
Utilisation 
bonds 
I22 
“We often concentrate on utilising our services simply because we 
need to expand the business.” 
I14 
“Our most important business relationships are extremely important 
and provide us with the skill sets required and in many cases it 
brings in further business and develops other relationships.”  
I20 
“We really depend on the skills, if you like, that we can learn from 
these guys.” 
Intellectual 
Bonds 
I23 
“I have a list of companies that, in terms of the amount of 
business they are probably at the bottom, but in reality they are 
my major customers because they give me the opportunity to 
get some skills from them.” 
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I2 
“Our strategic clients give us reference sales. They are obviously 
important for us because they enable us to do business in all areas in 
that particular industry.” 
I6 
“When we do business with a company in a particular industry, we 
want the company to say to other companies in that industry, look 
these people thought we were great.” 
I8 “I use the credibility when I am trying to pitch to other companies.” 
I13 
“Working with our important customers substantiates our business. 
It’s a credibility issue!” 
Credibility 
bonds 
I29 
“Our customers would send us referrals; they would send us other 
customers!” 
It has to be noted that ‘making money’ per se is inherent in any type of resource 
acquisition strategy. In other words, gaining profit out of the most important 
business relationships is inevitable. This point is reinforced by respondent I8:  
“Building market credibility whilst maintaining profitability is key, 
particularly when trying to improve our brand positioning. Of course, 
we'll not refuse the lucrative repeat business relationships but we're 
keen to make more of them.” 
Thus it can be inferred that gaining financial resources is always partially the 
aim in entering any business relationships, but it may not be the paramount 
reason. This issue is also highlighted by respondent I27:  
“There is always a balance that must be struck between ‘make as much 
money as possible’ and putting at risk any future business with the given 
customer if you cannot be flexible in ‘sacrificing profit margin’.”  
A summary of the different resource acquisition strategies and their 
descriptions are provided in Table 5.3.  
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Table 5.3: Resource Acquisition Strategies 
RAS type Description 
Money Bonds 
Companies following this type of RAS attempt to make as much money as 
possible from their most important relationships, and as such they are 
highly profitable. Due to the volume of business that their customers do 
with them, they bring a significant amount of money, and thus these 
companies cannot afford to lose them. 
New Market 
Bonds 
Whilst making money from their most important business relationships is 
extremely important, companies with this RAS type are also looking to 
gain access to new or larger markets. They might not make a lot of money 
out of some of their most important business relationships, but these 
relationships are vastly important to them because they can get access to 
other highly profitable markets through them. 
Utilisation Bonds 
Whilst making money from their most important business relationships is 
extremely important, a company focusing on this type of RAS is also 
looking to utilise its capacity for offering products/services. In fact, 
utilising its capacity is a major reason for choosing a particular 
relationship as its most important relationship. 
Intellectual Bonds 
Whilst making money from their most important business relationships is 
extremely important, companies following this type of RAS are also 
looking to gain intellectual property/skills. These skills are highly 
important to them and can be understood as a set of technologies and/or 
knowledge that they are trying to possess through their relationships. 
Credibility Bonds 
Whilst making money from their most important business relationships is 
extremely important, companies following this type of RAS are also 
looking to use them for reference sales in order to gain credibility in the 
market place. They might not make a lot of money out of them, but having 
these customers is an important asset for them, and they will continue 
doing business with them, hoping that future profits will come from the 
reputation of these customers. 
5.5. Phase2: Quantitative validation of the 2indings 
Two different steps were designed to test the validity and assess the 
trustworthiness of the findings regarding the five resource acquisition 
strategies. The first step involved feedback interactions with the respondents. 
The second involved administering two surveys aimed at full time MBA and 
international executive MBA students at Manchester Business School. Each of 
these steps, the processes used and their results are described in the following 
subsections.  
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5.5.1. Interaction feedback from interviewees 
Once the contents of the qualitative interviews had been analysed and the five 
key themes evolved, a short survey was developed that was aimed at the same 
interviewees. The objectives of this follow-up test were twofold. Firstly, it was 
aimed at capturing further comments on the overall description of their 
portfolio of most important business relationships. Secondly, it aimed to 
enquire as to the main resource acquisition strategy of their company’s 
portfolio of most important business relationships. The first objective was 
helpful in the sense that it allowed the researcher to gain further understanding 
of each interviewee and to slightly modify the wording of the paragraphs 
describing the resource acquisition strategy types.  
The second objective was also beneficial in the sense that it allowed 
interviewees to self-report their company’s main resource acquisition strategy 
type, using a self-typing approach advocated by McKee et al. (1989). Following 
this approach, interviewees were provided with five distinct unlabelled 
paragraphs, each of which consisted of a rich description of one of the five 
resource acquisition strategy types that had been identi<ied (see Table 5.3). 
Interviewees were asked to select the one paragraph which best described their 
company’s strategic intent regarding their portfolio of most important business 
relationships.  
This approach is widely used in marketing strategy research (e.g. Matsuno and 
Mentzer 2000; McDaniel and Kolari 1987; McKee et al. 1989) and several 
studies have shown the validity and reliability of this measurement method 
(Conant et al. 1990; James and Hatten 1995; Shortell and Zajac 1990). All 
interviewees responded to this survey, a 100% response rate. This procedure 
helped me to compare the respondents’ comments and self-typed paragraphs 
with my perceptions and understanding of their dominant resource acquisition 
strategy types. To enable this comparison, I separately identified the resource 
acquisition strategy type that I felt best described each company’s portfolio of 
most important business relationships. The prevailing resource acquisition 
strategy type was based on the intensity and stress that the interviewees put on 
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the various characteristics of their portfolios of most important business 
relationships. Table 5.4 shows both the respondents’ self-assessment and my 
perception of their dominant resource acquisition strategy type. 
Table 5.4: comparison of my perception against the respondents’ self-assessment of the 
dominant resource acquisition strategy type in their portfolio of most important business 
relationships 
Company 
Money 
Bonds 
New Market 
Bonds 
Utilisation 
Bonds 
Intellectual 
Bonds 
Credibility 
Bonds 
Company 1     *+ 
Company 2  *+    
Company 3  *+    
Company 4 *+     
Company 5     *+ 
Company 6    *+  
Company 7     *+ 
Company 8   *+   
Company 9   *+   
Company 10     *+ 
Company 11    *+  
Company 12   * +  
Company 13   *+   
Company 14 *+     
Company 15   *+   
Company 16    *+  
Company 17  *+    
Company 18   +  * 
Company 19    *+  
Company 20 *+     
Company 21  *+    
Company 22  *+    
Company 23 *+     
Company 24  *+    
Company 25     *+ 
Company 26  *+    
Note:  
+: My perception  
*: Respondents’ self-assessment  
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The results of this comparison between my perceptions and the interviewees’ 
self-assessment, indicate a considerable overlap between the two (a 93.34% 
overlap), which offers initial support for the validity and reliability of the 
findings (Reason and Rowan 1981) as well as their robustness.  
In addition, it is worth mentioning that both respondents from Company 1 
reported the same dominant resource acquisition strategy type. This also holds 
true for all three respondents from Company 8 and for both respondents from 
Company 14. These findings further reinforce the reliability of the results as 
well as the reliability of the key informants.  
5.5.2. Pretest with full time MBAs and international executive MBAs 
5.5.2.1. Sample data 
Two surveys were conducted to further test the validity of the findings from the 
qualitative research. In the first step, a short questionnaire was designed that 
comprised two different methods for operationalising resource acquisition 
strategy types (see Appendix C). These were a self-typing and a single-item 
Likert scale. The single-item Likert scale was utilised to test whether these 
resource acquisition strategy types are significantly different from one another. 
The self-typing approach was utilised to test whether the five single-item Likert 
scales can significantly predict the dominant resource acquisition strategy type 
obtained from the self-typing method.  
The self-typed resource acquisition strategy type paragraphs and single-item 
Likert scales were first pretested with selected full time MBA students and PhD 
students based at Manchester Business School, to ensure the clarity of the 
wording, which resulted in only very minor modifications. Next, the link to an 
online version of the survey was sent to the full time MBA students excluding 
the ones used for the pretest. These MBAs represent experienced managers, 
with an average work experience of 5.5 years, from a variety of countries and 
company sectors. All respondents were asked to complete the questionnaire 
based on the company they last worked for. A total of 118 fully completed 
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responses were collected out of a sample of 143 students, indicating a 82.5% 
response rate. 
In the second step, an extended version of this questionnaire, which included 
several other items (this will be discussed later in Chapter 6), was sent to 
international executive MBA students at Manchester Business School (see 
Appendix D). All respondents were asked to complete the questionnaire based 
on the company for which they were working. Out of a sample of 318 students, 
a total of 205 responses were received, of which 193 were useable for this part 
of the research1 (a response rate of 60.7%). These international executives had 
an average of 6.6 years of work experience. Furthermore, on average, the 
companies they were working for had been in business for 26 years, ranging 
from a minimum of two years to a maximum of 160 years. The largest group of 
companies (40%) had less than 100 employees, whilst approximately 12% had 
more than 5,000 employees. Furthermore, about 43% of the companies had a 
turnover above $5 million. A total of 55% of the companies were active in 
service industries.  
5.5.2.2. Measure operationalisation 
The paragraph descriptions for the self-typing operationalisation for each 
resource acquisition strategy type are provided in Table 5.3 and appear as 
question numbr 6 in Appendix C and question number 92 in Appendix D. This 
approach has gained popularity in marketing and strategy research (e.g. Hughes 
and Morgan 2008; McKee et al. 1989; Slater and Olson 2000; Vorhies and 
Morgan 2003). Several studies have supported the validity and reliability of this 
measurement approach (Conant et al. 1990; James and Hatten 1995; Shortell 
and Zajac 1990). Single-item Likert scale versions of these paragraphs were also 
tested, using scales that were anchored by 1 = ‘strongly disagree’ to 7 = ‘strongly 
agree’ (see Table 5.5, also see question number 5 in Appendix C and question 
number 71 in Appendix D).  
 
                                                        
1
 As shown in Sections 6.1 and 6.6 of Chapter 6, the total sample was 195 respondents. Of these, two 
omitted to answer the question number 71 in Appendix D, resulting in a sample size of 193. 
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Table 5.5: Single-item Likert scales for Resource Acquisition Strategies 
RAS type 
The main objective of the portfolio of our most 
important business relationships can be described as:  
Money Bonds To make as much money as possible 
New Market 
Bonds 
Whilst making money is important, we also focus on 
gaining access to new or larger markets 
Utilisation 
Bonds 
Whilst making money is important, it is also about utilising 
our products/services capacity 
Intellectual 
Bonds 
Whilst making money is important, it is also about gaining 
intellectual property/skills 
Credibility 
Bonds 
Whilst making money is important, it is also about gaining 
credibility in the market place through reference sales 
5.5.2.3. Analysis and results 
Three sets of analysis are reported in this section. First, the two samples (i.e. the 
data from the full time MBAs and the data from the international executive 
MBAs) are examined for any possible differences based on three control 
variables. Next, a one-way repeated analysis of variance (ANOVA) and a 
multinomial logistic regression are performed to test the validity of the findings. 
Details of these analyses are described below.  
5.5.2.3.1. Independent samples test 
Since the data were collected from two sources (full time MBAs and 
international executive MBAs), a number of t-test analyses were carried out to 
compare the two groups based on two control variables (i.e. the number of 
employees and the number of years for which their companies had been active 
in the market). In these tests, the signi<icance level was set at .05. Since the 
number of responses for each group is considerably larger than the minimally 
accepted number of 30, it is assumed that the distributions are normal 
(Huizingh 2007). Thus, the t-test can be performed. In addition, Levene’s test 
(Field 2005) for the equality of variances indicates insignificant results, 
suggesting that the variances are equal.  
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This is done to choose the right formula for performing the t-test. For both 
control variables, the t-test reported insigni<icant values of 1.469 and .838, with 
309 and 306 degrees of freedom, respectively. These results indicate that these 
two samples have no differences in terms of the two controlled variables. As 
such, it can be inferred that there are no significant differences between these 
groups and, hence, it can be assumed that the rest of the analysis can be 
conducted on the basis of the combined dataset, which comprises 311 
responses in total.  
5.5.2.3.2. ANOVA 
Following this, a one-way repeated ANOVA was conducted to compare the 
scores on the five single-item resource acquisition strategy type Likert scales, in 
order to test for significant differences amongst the five resource acquisition 
strategy types. This technique is widely used to compare responses to two or 
more different questions (Pallant 2007).  
Using this technique permits a comparison of the scores on the five resource 
acquisition strategies and hence it helps to identify if there is a significant 
difference somewhere among the sets of strategies. The means and standard 
deviations are presented in Table 5.6.  
Table 5.6: Descriptive statistics for the five single-item resource acquisition strategy type Likert 
scales  
RAS type N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 
Money bonds 311 4.97 1.628 
New market bonds 311 5.64 1.365 
Utilisation bonds 311 5.53 1.322 
Intellectual bonds 311 5.06 1.562 
Credibility bonds 311 5.87 1.303 
The results of the multivariate tests based on the one-way repeated ANOVA 
reveal a significant difference among these five resource acquisition strategy 
types (Wilks’ Lambda= .658, F(4, 307)= 39.953, p< .0005; with Partial Eta 
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Squared= .342). Using the guidelines proposed by Cohen (1988, p. 284-287) 
(.01= small, .06= moderate, and .14= large), these results indicate a very large 
effect size. In the next step, a pair-wise comparison among these resource 
acquisition strategy types was conducted (Table 5.7). These comparisons were 
based on estimated marginal means. In addition, the adjustment for multiple 
comparisons was based on the Bonferroni method of correction (Harris 2001). 
The pair-wise comparison indicates that there is no significant difference 
between the ‘money bonds’ strategy and the ‘intellectual bonds’ strategy, or 
between the ‘new market bonds’ and ‘utilisation bonds’ strategies. These 
findings provide initial evidence of existing hybrid strategies.  
Table 5.7: Pair-wise comparison of resource acquisition strategy types 
RAS 
(I) 
RAS 
(J) 
Mean Difference 
(I-J) 
Standard  
Error 
Sig 
New market bonds -.662* .099 .000 
Utilisation bonds -.559* .112 .000 
Intellectual bonds -.090 .121 1.000 
Money 
bonds 
Credibility bonds -.900* .108 .000 
Money bonds .662* .099 .000 
Utilisation bonds .103 .079 1.000 
Intellectual bonds .572* .088 .000 
New 
market 
bonds 
Credibility bonds -.238* .079 .027 
Money bonds .559* .112 .000 
New market bonds -.103 .079 1.000 
Intellectual bonds .469* .083 .000 
Utilisation 
bonds 
Credibility bonds -.341* .079 .000 
Money bonds .090 .121 1.000 
New market bonds -.572* .088 .000 
Utilisation bonds -.469* .083 .000 
Intellectual 
bonds 
Credibility bonds -.810* .081 .000 
Money bonds .900* .108 .000 
New market bonds .238* .079 .027 
Utilisation bonds .341* .079 .000 
Credibility 
bonds 
Intellectual bonds .810* .081 .000 
* p < .05 
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5.5.2.3.3. Multinomial logistic regression 
In the next step, a multinomial logistic regression was performed to assess how 
well the five single-item Likert scales predict the resource acquisition strategy 
types obtained from the self-typing method. This test would give an indication 
of the adequacy of the model through assessing the goodness of fit. The model 
contained five independent variables (money bonds, new market bonds, 
utilisation bonds, intellectual bonds and credibility bonds) and one categorical 
dependent variable (RAS type based on self-reported responses). Table 5.8 
shows the frequencies of each resource acquisition strategy type, based on the 
self-typing measure.  
Table 5.8: Frequency of RAS based on self-report measure 
RAS type Frequency Percentage 
Money bonds 67 22% 
New market bonds 93 30% 
Utilisation bonds 47 15% 
Intellectual bonds 20 6% 
Credibility bonds 84 27% 
The results of the multinomial logistic regression indicate that the final model, 
described below, is statistically significant, χ2= 138.686 with 20 degrees of 
freedom, p< .001, which indicates that it was able to signi<icantly distinguish the 
correct type of resource acquisition strategy based on the five single-item Likert 
scales. Pseudo R-squared results indicate that the final model explained 
between 36% (Cox and Snell R2) and 37.8% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variance in 
resource acquisition strategy types. 
In this model the money bonds strategy is treated as the reference variable. 
This was done for reasons of simplicity, given that it was the first category in 
the pertinent question (see question number 5 in Apendix C and question 
number 71 in Appendix D). Therefore SPSS estimated four models: (1) new 
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market bonds strategy relative to the money bonds strategy; (2) utilisation 
bonds strategy relative to money bonds strategy; (3) intellectual bonds strategy 
relative to money bonds strategy; and (4) credibility bonds strategy relative to 
money bonds strategy. For each of these given models, it is expected that only 
the corresponding single-item Likert scale will significantly predict the model. 
As shown in Table 5.9, only the related independent variable made a 
statistically significant contribution to the dependent variable, resource 
acquisition strategy type.  
Table 5.9: Multinomial logistic regression results 
RAS type Β 
Standard 
Error 
Wald 
Degree of 
freedom 
Sig. 
Intercept -1.138 1.193 .910 1 .340 
Money bonds -.795 .155 26.198 1 .000 
New market bonds .763 .203 14.097 1 .000 
Utilisation bonds -.091 .176 .267 1 .605 
Intellectual bonds .128 .149 .738 1 .390 
Model 1: 
“New market 
bonds” relative 
to “money 
bonds” strategy 
Credibility bonds .205 .182 1.273 1 .259 
Intercept .108 1.218 .008 1 .929 
Money bonds -.762 .169 20.408 1 .000 
New market bonds -.154 .198 .604 1 .437 
Utilisation bonds .685 .235 8.488 1 .004 
Intellectual bonds .279 .182 2.356 1 .125 
Model 2: 
“Utilisation 
bonds” relative 
to “money 
bonds” strategy 
Credibility bonds -.151 .212 .506 1 .477 
Intercept -2.063 1.691 1.489 1 .222 
Money bonds -.624 .214 8.517 1 .004 
New market bonds -.164 .293 .313 1 .576 
Utilisation bonds -.230 .299 .590 1 .443 
Intellectual bonds 1.421 .369 14.824 1 .000 
Model 3: 
“Intellectual 
bonds” relative 
to “money 
bonds” strategy 
Credibility bonds -.244 .319 .586 1 .444 
Intercept .435 1.173 .137 1 .711 
Money bonds -.838 .155 29.221 1 .000 
New market bonds .038 .168 .050 1 .822 
Utilisation bonds -.141 .173 .669 1 .413 
Intellectual bonds -.037 .144 .066 1 .797 
Model 4: 
“Credibility 
bonds” relative 
to “money 
bonds” strategy 
Credibility bonds .843 .199 17.885 1 .000 
a. The reference category: Money bond 
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These results show that for Model 1 (new market bonds relative to money 
bonds), the Wald test statistic for the predictor ‘new market’ is 14.097 with β= 
.763, for Model 2, the Wald test statistic for the predictor ‘utilisation’ is 8.488 
with β= .685, for Model 3, for the predictor ‘intellectual’ it is 14.824 with β= 
1.421, and for Model 4, for the predictor ‘credibility’, it is 17.885 with β= .843, all 
with an associated p-value of less than .05. This indicates that the five single-
item Likert scales can significantly predict the pertinent type of resource 
acquisition strategy reported through the self-type paragraph approach. In 
other words, for every chosen resource acquisition strategy type, respondents 
scored the pertinent single-item Likert scale relatively higher. As such, this 
implies that each company in this study has a dominant resource acquisition 
strategy type.  
5.5.3 Discussion of the 2indings 
This part of the research developed and tested a new typology for the study of 
relationship portfolio strategies based on utilising the interdependency 
concepts of the IMP Group and the resource-based view of the firm, namely 
resource dependence theory. The new typology of resource acquisition 
strategies provides a contribution to understanding the relational strategies 
firms use to access their customers’ strategic resources, in the context of all 
their important business interactions and not just from the more limiting 
approach of looking at just one dyad. From this vantage point, the present study 
is the first to develop a typology for the strategic intent behind the portfolio of 
strategic business relationships of a focal firm.  
Based on the content analysis of thirty in-depth interviews with senior 
managers in multiple companies, five mutually distinct resource acquisition 
strategy types were identified ―money bonds, new market bonds, utilisation 
bonds, intellectual bonds, and credibility bonds― representing the dominant 
resource acquisition strategies observed (with all strategies implying an 
underlying strategic profitability aim). In addition, the original interviewees 
were surveyed on their perceptions of their dominant resource acquisition 
strategy type. Their perceptions were then compared to my own understanding 
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of their prevailing resource acquisition strategy type, with the results indicating 
a considerable overlap between the two views. 
 Next, a triangulation technique was employed to validate the findings. Two 
surveys were carried out in order to collect data from more than 300 
experienced managers, across various industries and countries. A one-way 
repeated ANOVA and a multinomial logistic regression were performed to 
investigate the extent to which the identified resource acquisition strategy 
types are mutually distinct. The ANOVA test provided evidence that there are 
significant differences between the suggested resource acquisition strategy 
types. Nevertheless, further post-hoc analysis of the pair-wise comparison 
reveals that, of the ten possible combination pairs, two are not significantly 
different from each other. More precisely, the analyses found no significant 
difference between ‘money bonds’ and ‘intellectual bonds’, or between ‘new 
market bonds’ and ‘utilisation bonds’. This finding calls for further investigation 
of this matter, specifically regarding the characteristics of possible hybrid 
resource acquisition strategy types. Furthermore, the multinomial logistic 
regression analyses revealed that each of the five single-item Likert scales could 
successfully predict the pertinent resource acquisition strategy type. This, in 
turn, implies that the five resource acquisition strategy types are mutually 
distinct and that each company can be identified with a dominant resource 
acquisition strategy type.  
An inevitable limitation of this research comes from the multiple sources of 
data collected for the quantitative validation of the findings. The majority of the 
data comes from diverse industries and also from managers with different 
backgrounds. Hence, it is impossible to control for both country/industry 
impact and key informant impact. However, it has to be noted that further tests 
with a more authentic dataset have corroborated the soundness of the initial 
empirical findings. However for reasons of parsimony, they are not discussed 
here, but they do form the basis of an article currently under review (Zaefarian 
et al. 2010a).   
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5.6. Con2iguration Model 2 
Against the theoretical background discussed in Chapters 2 and 3, the second 
configuration model of this study aims at examining the fit between the 
resource acquisition strategy types and the seven relationship characteristics 
that were chosen in Chapter 4. The impact of this <it on performance is also 
assessed. With regards to operationalisation of fit, it has to be mentioned here 
that, in the interests of parsimony, only the conceptualisation of fit as profile 
deviation will be utilised for this model. Fit as profile deviation was chosen 
because it entails the holistic view of the configuration. Resembling the work of 
Vorhies and Morgan (2003), the conceptual framework of Configuration Model 
2 is illustrated in Figure 5.2.  
Figure 5.2: Conceptual framework of Con<iguration Model 2 from the ideal pro<ile deviation 
perspective 
 
The profile deviation approach suggests that for every given resource 
acquisition strategy type there exists an ideal configuration of relationship 
characteristics that result in superior performance. In other words, when the 
relationship structure of a given firm is closest to the ideal configuration for its 
given resource acquisition strategy type, the firm is more successful at 
exploiting the resources that reside within its networks. Therefore, companies 
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must leverage the characteristics of their business relationships (interpersonal 
and interorganisational trust, behavioural and affective commitment, 
information sharing, co-operation, and relationship specific investments) in 
ways that closely conform to the ideal configuration of relationship structure in 
order to achieve a better performance. The fit between resource acquisition 
strategy types and relationship characteristics, from the ideal profile deviation 
perspective, refers to the degree of adherence to an externally specified ideal 
configuration. Configuration theory posits that adherence to the ideal profile is 
significantly associated with higher performance, and deviation from this ideal 
profile is expected to be significantly associated with poor performance.  
Therefore, the following hypothesis will be tested, based on the profile 
deviation logic of configuration theory: 
H5: The more similar a firm’s configuration of business relationship 
characteristics is to the ideal for its given resource acquisition strategy type, the 
higher will be (a) its relationship performance and (b) its firm performance. 
5.7. Association between business strategy and resource acquisition 
strategy 
One of the assumptions associated with business strategies relates to the 
concept of equifinality. This concept posits that firm performance is not 
dependent on a particular strategy choice, but on how well the chosen strategy 
is implemented. As such, it implies that every viable strategy can theoretically 
yield superior results (Gresov and Drazin 1997; Slater and Narver 1993). In the 
same vein, it can be posited that resource acquisition strategies are not a 
function of business strategy. In other words, there is no preferred resource 
acquisition strategy type for a given business strategy, and thus every viable 
business strategy can adopt and implement alternative resource acquisition 
strategies. Based on this discussion, the following hypothesis will be tested: 
H6: There is no association between business strategies and resource acquisition 
strategies. 
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5.8. Chapter summary 
This chapter was devoted to the development of a typology for business 
relationship strategies. As was discussed in Section 3.5.2, despite different 
models and frameworks that have contributed significantly to explaining 
interfirm relationships, the existing literature has made little progress in 
putting forward classifications of different business relationship strategies, that 
is, an understanding of the strategic intent behind different relational bonds. 
Integrating an IMP Group approach with aspects of the resource-based view of 
the firm, this chapter sought to develop and test a typology of relationship 
strategies based on different resource acquisition foci.  
For this purpose, a series of interviews with thirty CEOs and other senior 
marketing managers in the UK and the USA was conducted. In-depth content 
analyses identified five main resource acquisition strategies (RAS) behind 
building business relationships: ‘Money Bonds’, ‘New Market Bonds’, ‘Utilisation 
Bonds’, ‘Intellectual Bonds’, and ‘Credibility Bonds’. Furthermore, two 
quantitative surveys were carried out that together collected data from a total 
of 311 full time MBA and international executive MBA students to test the 
generalisability of the findings. Results of a one-way repeated ANOVA and a 
multinomial logistic regression indicated significant differences between the 
five resource acquisition strategies. However, a pair-wise comparison also 
provided evidence for the existence of hybrid strategies.  
Finally in this chapter, configuration theory was used to develop the second 
configuration model of this study. The conceptualisation of the fit as profile 
deviation was adopted to propose a hypothesis for this model. Furthermore, it 
was posited that business strategies are independent of resource acquisition 
strategies. These hypotheses will be tested using the empirical data collected 
from the US service industries.  
 186 
 
This is that part of the earlier <igure 1.1 that is being addressed in the 
forthcoming chapter.  
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Chapter 6: Research methodology 
6.1. Introduction 
The discussion in this chapter starts with an explanation of the epistemological 
standpoint of this research and then moves on to a description of the research 
methodology. Both the qualitative and quantitative stages are explained in this 
section. Next, this chapter focuses on the survey method and discusses several 
related issues. These consist of the application of a web-based survey, the unit 
of analysis, the targeted sample, appropriate key informants, and scales 
properties.  
Following this, the operationalisation of measurements are discussed. The 
measures for each construct are presented followed by the results of testing 
these measures using sample data that was collected from 195 international 
executive MBA students at Manchester Business School. In particular, both the 
validity and reliability of the scales are examined. After discussing the 
pretesting of the survey instruments, the procedure for collecting the final data 
is introduced. Finally, a brief description of the survey responses is presented.  
6.2. Epistemological position 
Epistemology is concerned with what can be regarded as legitimate knowledge 
(Walliman 2006) and how it can be acquired (Snape and Spencer 2003). In the 
study of social science, there are two approaches to acquiring knowledge. These 
are ‘empiricism’ and ‘rationalism’ (Neuman 2010; Walliman 2006). ‘Empiricism’ 
refers to gaining knowledge by sensory experience, following inductive 
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reasoning, whereas ‘rationalism’ refers to gaining knowledge through deductive 
reasoning.  
The researcher’s epistemological position plays a fundamental role when they 
are designing their research because alternative philosophical positions 
encompass different assumptions and each can impact on the researcher’s view 
of the world (Easterby-Smith et al. 2008). An understanding of this helps in 
designing the research in a way that is most appropriate for addressing the 
research objectives. From this vantage point, Holden and Lynch (2004, p. 397) 
argued that “methodological choice should be consequential to the researcher's 
philosophical stance and the social science phenomenon to be investigated”. 
Hence, it can be inferred that the research methodology used follows the 
philosophical stance of the researcher.  
There are two main approaches used in the study of social science. These are 
the ‘naturalist’ and the ‘anti-naturalist’ perspectives. In the extant literature, the 
term ‘nature’ refers to anything that can be experienced. The proponents of the 
‘naturalist’ approach argue that natural causes and laws can sufficiently explain 
all phenomena, even those related to the social sciences. The controversial 
belief of ‘naturalism’ is that the social world can be studied in the same way as 
the natural sciences (Bhaskar 1998; Martin and Mclntyre 1994). The idea that 
the study of social science is not fundamentally different from the study of 
natural science is grounded on the basic assumption that there is a unique 
method of generating scientific knowledge (Whitley 1984).  
In contrast, the ‘anti-naturalist’ holds the view that the approach to the study of 
social phenomena is fundamentally different from the approach to the study of 
nature, owing to the inherent meaningfulness of human behaviour (Winch 
1958). Advocates of this philosophical point of view claim that there is no 
universal law in social science and, given the nature of social phenomena, it is 
practically impossible to draw up general laws (Lessnoff 1974). However, as 
Thomas eloquently mentioned, “only the future will reveal whether social science 
will in fact develop along lines set out by naturalistic models” (1979, p. 14).  
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There are several epistemological positions in the study of social science, 
including ‘positivism’, ‘interpretivism’, ‘realism’, ‘empiricism’, ‘action’, ‘critical 
social science’, and ‘postmodernism’ (Easterby-Smith et al. 2008; Sayer 1992; 
Sayer 2000). However, it has been argued in the literature that the positivist 
and interpretivist approaches to social science represent two fundamentally 
different viewpoints (Neuman 2006; Neuman 2010). The former refers to 
naturalism and the latter refers to anti-naturalism. Both of these approaches 
are widely used in social research.  
The core belief of the positivist approach is that authentic knowledge is the 
outcome of actual experience. It can be derived solely through scientific method 
and, therefore, there is no room for metaphysical assumptions (Caldwell 1994). 
Positivism holds the view that social reality exists externally to the physical 
world (Easterby-Smith et al. 2008) and thus statements are scientific only if 
they can be empirically observed and universally generalised (Fay 1996; 
Mingers 2004) or are true by virtue of their meaning (Caldwell 1994). 
Furthermore, Snape and Spencer (2003) argued that, from the positivism 
perspective, the regularity of social reality does not change over time. Research 
within the positivist framework is focused on explaining human behaviour in 
terms of causality by simplifying phenomena and testing hypotheses (Gray 
2009).  
In contrast, the proponents of the interpretivist approach argue that the nature 
of social reality is different from the nature of natural reality (Gray 2009). There 
is no regularity within the social world and thus it is meaningless to claim a 
general law (Fay 1996; Sayer 2000). The aim of research within this framework 
is to provide a meaningful explanation of social phenomena in natural settings 
(Neuman 2010). In terms of the attributes of the evidence, the interpretivist 
approach holds the view that social reality is complex in nature. However, this 
complexity is not a matter of the number of variables involved in the study of 
social science (Thomas 1979); rather it is the large number of people, each of 
whom has his own history, that makes reality more complex (Homans 1967). In 
other words, evidence about social action is embedded in the context in which 
the interaction occurs and thus it cannot be studied in isolation (Neuman 2010). 
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From this perspective, ‘Contextual Interpretation’ is the key to understanding 
social phenomena (Thomas 1979, p. 81). In addition, advocates of 
interpretivism argue that the causal conditions of the phenomena under study 
are changing rapidly, which makes the study of social phenomena even more 
difficult. Therefore, interpretivism rejects the existence of any general social 
scientific law because it is not possible to observe similar conditions in different 
situations. However, from the positivist perspective, “the universality of 
generalization is not a necessary condition of a scientific theory” (Thomas 1979, 
p. 29). Advocates of positivism argue that the social phenomena are observable 
and thus they can be the focus of any objective research (Neuman 2010). A 
positivist explanation in this sense is valid if it meets three criteria. Firstly, the 
explanation should not have a logical contradiction. Secondly, it should be 
consistent with the observed phenomena. Thirdly, it should be replicable. 
However, an explanation within the interpretivism framework is valid as long 
as it makes sense to those being studied (Neuman 2006).  
This study follows the positivist school of thought. This approach is hugely 
influential and widely used in the social science research (Neuman 2010). In 
this approach, the operationalisation of the concepts enables facts to be 
quantifiable (Easterby-Smith et al. 2008). Positivism assumes that the 
regularity of social reality does not change over time (Snape and Spencer 2003) 
and thus it is possible to identify a set of laws and causal explanations that 
together can describe a stable pattern that exists in the social world (Easterby-
Smith et al. 2008; Neuman 2010). Therefore, the process of gaining knowledge 
starts with gathering facts and quantifying concepts. These concepts are 
required to be linked together through propositions and or hypotheses 
(Brannick and Coghlan 2007). The hypotheses are required to be tested with 
empirical observations. Since these observations are quantifiable in nature, 
they allow the assessment of the validity and reliability of the measurements, 
which is an advantage of the positivist approach. As for the present study, a 
number of hypotheses are generated which will be tested with empirical data 
(see Sections 4.3, 5.6, and 5.7 for the generation of hypotheses). Also, particular 
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attention will be paid to the validity and reliability of the operationalised 
measurement scales.  
6.3. Research methodology 
To address the research objectives outlined in Section 1.2, this study adopted 
both qualitative interviews and a quantitative survey (Neuman 2010; Punch 
2005). The research framework was presented in Figure 1.1. The research 
methodology adopted for this research exploits the strengths of both qualitative 
and quantitative methods.  
6.3.1 Qualitative stage 
Creswell (2003) argued that a qualitative approach is an appropriate research 
method when few empirical studies have been conducted on the subject matter, 
little is known about it, and it needs to be explored in more detail. Given that the 
first part of this study focused on investigating issues around resource 
acquisition strategies, an initial qualitative research method was deemed most 
appropriate due to the nature of this research objective (Easton 1995; Patton 
2002). This approach includes interpretative sense-making on the part of the 
researcher, which allows him to seek meaning and limits superficial 
explanations. 
The qualitative stage consisted of 24 face-to-face, and six telephone-based semi-
structured interviews with CEOs and/or senior marketing managers of 
companies. These companies were based in the UK and the USA. The main 
reason for selecting these two countries was that they are mature economies 
with similar cultures (Bharadwaj et al. 1993). All the interviews were tape 
recorded and then transcribed to enable content analysis.  
The content analysis of the interviews resulted in the development of a 
typology for resource acquisition strategies. This typology formed the basis of 
the second configuration model of this study.  
 192 
6.3.2 Quantitative stage 
Against the theoretical background discussed in Chapters 2 and 3, the <irst 
configuration model of this study was developed. In addition, the development 
of the typology of resource acquisition strategies provided the basis for the 
second configuration model. Pertinent hypotheses were generated for each of 
the two configuration models accordingly.  
Following this, the quantitative stage was designed to administer a large-scale 
survey to test specific proposed hypotheses as part of the configuration theory 
study. The quantitative approach was deemed to be most appropriate for this 
part of the research given that in this approach “the investigator primarily uses 
post-positivist claims for developing knowledge (i.e. cause and effect thinking, 
reduction to specific variables and hypotheses and questions, use of measurement 
and observation, and the test of theories) employs strategies of inquiry such as 
experiments and surveys, and collect data on predetermined instruments that 
yield statistical data” (Creswell 2003, p. 18). The quantitative approach is 
characterised as ‘seeking the facts/causes of social phenomena’, ‘objective’, 
‘verification oriented’, ‘reductionist’, ‘hypothetico-deductive’, ‘outcome oriented’, 
‘reliable’, and ‘generalisable’ (Oakley 1999, p. 156). Therefore, it can be inferred 
that the aim of the quantitative approach is theory testing (Creswell 2003). 
Survey administration is the most popular method of inquiry within this 
approach (Desai and Potter 2006).  
The quantitative stage of this research consisted of two phases. In Phase 1, the 
link to an online version of the first draft of the survey questionnaire was sent 
to international executive MBA students at Manchester Business School. The 
aim of this phase was to test the validity and reliability of the measurement 
scale. In Phase 2, the revised questionnaire was used to collect data for testing 
the hypotheses of this study.  
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6.4. Survey methods 
6.4.1. Web-based survey 
This study adopted an online survey technique to collect data. The web-based 
survey is an efficient method of collecting data (Baruch and Holtom 2008), 
through which respondents are invited (often by email) to take the survey by 
visiting a website. This method has been shown to expedite the response 
process, and increase data quality, and is inexpensive to administer on a large 
scale (Dillman 2007). In addition, it has been argued in the literature that web-
based surveys can achieve a considerably higher response rate compared to 
either a mail survey (Grif<is et al. 2003) or a fax survey (Cobanoglu et al. 2001). 
The higher response rate is attributed to the efficiency of this method (Grant et 
al. 2005).  
6.4.2. Unit of analysis 
Since this study primarily focuses on configurations of business relationships 
and their coalignment with business strategies, it was deemed appropriate to 
focus on the firm’s portfolio of business relationships to capture the broader 
picture, rather than assessing a single relationship. The advantages of studying 
business relationships at the portfolio level, and the benefits of focusing on 
strategically important individual relationships, are explained in Section 2.9. As 
such, the unit of analysis in this study was the portfolio of most important 
business relationships that a strategic business unit of a focal company has with 
its customers. The portfolio-based analysis benefits from focusing on those 
important business relationships, which are central to a firm’s competitive 
advantage and are of strategic importance to an organisation (Turnbull and 
Zolkiewski 1997; Zolkiewski and Turnbull 2002).  
Furthermore, the strategic business unit was chosen as the research context 
instead of the focal company. This approach reduces the problems associated 
with confusing a business unit level phenomenon with a corporate level 
phenomenon. This approach was decided upon because, during the interviews 
in the qualitative stage, it was found that asking the questions with regard to 
the business unit rather than the headquarters reduced a lot of confusion. The 
 194 
survey data were collected from strategic business units of companies. In 
collecting the data, respondents were frequently reminded to consider their 
group of most important customers (i.e. the group of customers that were most 
crucial to their strategic business unit) in completing the survey.  
6.4.3. Sample 
The two configuration models of this study were tested within the context of 
service industries. The survey data were collected from the USA. This country is 
characterised by a mature economy (Bharadwaj et al. 1993). Service industries 
were deemed appropriate for several reasons. First, with more than $7,400 
billion spent annually, accounting for about 53% of gross domestic product 
(Euromonitor International 2010), service industries are the largest and most 
important in the USA. Second, service industries are growing very quickly in the 
most developing economies (Ru<ín and Medina 2010). Third, service industries 
have become extremely dynamic and competitive in the USA, particularly 
within the last two decades (Beyers 2003). The fast growing nature and the 
competitiveness of these industries calls for improvements in relationship 
performance in order to improve firm performance (Maroto and Rubalcaba 
2008). In other words, in such a competitive environment, firms seek ways to 
thrive. Configuration theory can help these firms to optimally configure their 
business relationships and fit them to their business strategies. Such a 
coalignment is posited to improve both relationship and firm performance. 
Fourth, service industries in the USA are relatively fragmented, which provides 
a large portfolio of companies of varying sizes and characteristics for sampling 
purposes. Fifth, research in service industries is rather fragmented, focusing 
mostly on individual sectors (Stare and Jaklič 2008). This study, however, 
aimed at examining the fit between business relationships and business 
strategies in the service sector as a whole. Broadening the scope of research 
may increase the generalisability of the findings (Lukka and Kasanen 1995). 
Blair and Zinkhan (2006) argued that diversity in the sample enhances the 
robustness of the relational findings.  
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6.4.4. Key informant 
Due to a lack of archival data on organisation or relationship level constructs of 
interest, research on interorganisational relationships are based on the reports 
of key informants (Kumar et al. 1993). The selection of appropriate key 
informants can reduce problems regarding response error and perceptual 
agreement. To overcome these challenges, this study followed the lead of 
Kumar et al. (1993) in identifying key informants. 
Since the focus of this study was on strategic business units’ portfolios of most 
important business relationships (with their customers), key informants were 
required to have a good insight into these relationships. In addition, because 
this research examined the fit between business relationships and business 
strategies, key informants were also required to have a good knowledge of their 
strategic business unit’s business strategies.  
Therefore, due to the information requirements of this study, external facing 
managers, including CEOs, chief marketing executives, and senior marketing 
managers, were deemed to be most appropriate to complete the questionnaire. 
The findings of the preliminary qualitative interviews also supported this 
decision. Furthermore, it has to be noted that several steps were taken when 
developing and administering the survey, to check for key informant 
competency (Kumar et al. 1993). These are discussed subsequently in Section 
6.7. 
6.4.5. Scale properties 
Scale form dictates the type of data collected, which in turn determines the type 
of statistical analysis that can be conducted, and can also induce response bias, 
that is, errors caused by respondents’ conscious or sub-conscious unwillingness 
to provide accurate answers (Baumgartneren and Steenkamp 2001; Malhotra 
and Birks 2007). Among several scaling methods that exist in the literature (e.g. 
Likert scale, Stapel Scale, Thurstone Scale, self-typing, verbally anchored 
numerical scale, and graphic positioning scale) (Teas and Wong 1992), this 
study adopted the Likert scale and a self-typing paragraph, based on theoretical 
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congruence with the requirements of the data analysis, dictated by the research 
design, as described below.  
6.4.5.1. Likert scale 
Likert scales, which entail asking respondents the extent to which they agree or 
disagree with dimensions of the constructs of interest, were used to measure 
the relationship, strategy and performance constructs. Likert scales have been 
held to have several benefits that can reduce non-optimal responses. One of 
their key benefits is that they are easy to comprehend (Malhotra and Birks 
2007). Nevertheless, Likert scales also possess an inherent ability to induce 
several types of response error and, consequently, several considerations were 
made when constructing the scales.  
Firstly, as argued by Lozano et al. (2008), whilst larger numbers of response 
categories give better psychometric properties and produce more reliable 
results, the potential for response error exists when respondents are presented 
with too many response categories. Several authors thus recommend a 
maximum of seven response categories (Hair et al. 2006; Lozano et al. 2008). 
Although some research has adopted the 5-point Likert scale (e.g. Andersson et 
al. 2002; Boyle et al. 1992), 7-point scales are more popular (Lozano et al. 
2008). Hence, this study adopted 7-point Likert scales.  
Furthermore, following the lead of Churchill (1979), constructs in this study 
were measured using multi-item scales to avoid item response bias. In addition, 
to increase the reliability of the constructs and to achieve better fit statistics, 
Hair et al. (2006) recommended the use of at least four items for each construct. 
Accordingly, this study constructed the scales with a minimum of four items, 
except for two constructs (i.e. firm overall performance and marketing 
effectiveness). These constructs originally comprises 3 items. Given the 
widespread use of these two constructs (Slater et al. 2007; Vorhies and Morgan 
2003), this study also adapted them without adding any extra item. The 
questionnaire used is shown in Appendix E. 
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6.4.5.2. Self-typing paragraph 
The self-typing paragraph is a popular measurement instrument, used in 
research to identify respondents’ perceptions regarding a given subject matter 
(James and Hatten 1995). This approach is widely used in research on strategic 
adaptations (McKee et al. 1989; Shortell and Zajac 1990) and marketing 
strategy (e.g. Matsuno and Mentzer 2000; McDaniel and Kolari 1987; Slater and 
Olson 2000). In this approach, respondents are asked to read a number of 
unlabelled paragraphs and to identify the type that most closely describes the 
subject matter. This measurement instrument was used to identify both the 
business strategy and resource acquisition strategy of the focal strategic 
business units.  
6.5. Measurements 
The two configuration models of this study were developed to examine the fit 
between both business strategy and relationship strategy, on the one hand, and 
several relationship characteristics, on the other, and to link these to 
relationship and firm performance. Firm performance was a higher-order 
construct that comprised firm overall performance, marketing effectiveness and 
customer satisfaction. In total, the two configuration models comprised thirteen 
constructs, ‘business strategy’, ‘resource acquisition strategy’, ‘interpersonal 
trust’, ‘interorganisational trust’, ‘affective commitment’, ‘behavioural 
commitment’, ‘relationship specific investment’, ‘cooperation’, ‘information 
sharing’, ‘relationship performance’, ‘firm overall performance’, ‘marketing 
effectiveness’, and ‘customer satisfaction’. Furthermore, ‘firm size’, ‘firm age’, 
‘portfolio age’, and ‘dependency’ were measured as control variables. 
‘Relationship quality’ and ‘relationship satisfaction’ were also measured as part 
of the criteria for selecting the single best ideal profile, which is explained in 
Section 6.5.12.  
Please note that certain questions in the questionnaire were not utilised in this 
analysis. These refer specifically to those examining ‘reliance’ (questions 
number 15, 17, 18, 19, 24, and 27) and also the question number 97 based on 
Hoffmann’s (2007) self-typing scale. Both of these constructs were measured 
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for purposes beyond the scope of the present study and will be used as the basis 
for subsequent future analysis.  
Table 6.1 presents the preliminary pool of items adapted in this study to 
measure the constructs (see final questionnaire in Appendix E). All of these 
constructs have been utilised previously in the strategic or marketing literature. 
As discussed in Chapter 5, resource acquisition strategy was specifically 
developed for the purpose of this study. Except for this construct, the remaining 
measures used for this study were adapted from previous research, to reduce 
concerns regarding construct validity.  
Table 6.1: Preliminary items of the constructs 
# Measure 
Adapted 
from 
 Business strategy  
72 
BS1: In comparison to our competitors, the products/services we provide 
our customers are more innovative and continually changing. 
73 
BS2: In contrast to our competitors, my organisation has an image in the 
marketplace as a firm with a reputation for being innovative and creative. 
74 
BS3: Our firm spends significant amounts of time continuously monitoring 
the marketplace for changes and trends. 
75 
BS4: In comparison to our competitors, the increases or losses in demand, 
which we have experienced, are due most probably to our practice of 
aggressively entering new markets with new types of products/services. 
76 
BS5: One of our firm's key goals relative to its competitors is availability of 
the people, resources and equipment required to develop new 
products/services and markets. 
77 
BS6: In contrast to our competitors, our managerial employees exhibit 
competencies (skills) that are broad, entrepreneurial, diverse, and flexible-
enabling change to be created. 
78 
BS7: The one thing that protects our organisation from its competitors is 
that we are able to consistently develop new products/services and new 
markets. 
79 
BS8: Our management staff concentrate more on developing new 
products/services, new markets, and new market segments than many of 
our competitors. 
80 
BS9: In contrast to many competitors, our organisation identifies 
marketplace trends and opportunities that can result in products/services 
offerings new to the industry or enable us to reach new markets. 
81 
BS10: In comparison to our competitors, the structure of my organisation 
is market oriented. 
82 
BS11: Unlike our competitors, procedures within our strategic business 
unit to evaluate performance are decentralised and participatory, 
encouraging many strategic business unit members to be involved. 
Dyer and 
Song 
(1997) 
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 Interpersonal trust  
7 IPT1: My contact persons have always been fair in negotiations with me. 
8 
IPT2: I know how my contact persons are going to act. They can always be 
counted on to act as I expect. 
9 IPT3: My contact persons are trustworthy. 
10 
IPT4: I have faith in my contact persons to look out for my interests even 
when it is costly to do so. 
11 
IPT5: I would feel a sense of betrayal if my contact persons’ performance 
were below my expectations. 
Zaheer et 
al. (1998) 
12 
IPT6: Though circumstances change, I believe that my contact persons will 
be ready and willing to offer me assistance and support. 
13 
IPT7: When making important decisions, my contact persons are 
concerned about my welfare. 
Kumar et 
al. (1995b) 
 Interorganisational trust  
20 IOT1: These customers have always been fair in their negotiation with us. 
21 
IOT2: These customers do not use opportunities that arise to profit at our 
expense. 
22 
IOT3: Based on past experience, we can with complete confidence rely on 
these customers to keep promises made to us. 
23 
IOT4: We are hesitant to transact with these customers when the 
specifications are vague. (R) 
16 IOT5: These customers are trustworthy. 
Zaheer et 
al. (1998) 
 Affective commitment  
32 
AC1: We intend to continue the relationships with these customers, as we 
personally like their representatives. 
33 
AC2: We want to continue the relationships with these customers as both 
parties are on friendly terms. 
Lee et al. 
(2004) 
34 
AC3: Even if we could, we would not drop these customers because we like 
being associated with them. 
35 
AC4: We want to remain a member of these customers’ networks because 
we genuinely enjoy our relationships with them. 
41 
AC5: Our positive feelings towards these customers are a major reason we 
continue working with them. 
Kumar et 
al. (1995b) 
 Behavioural commitment  
37 
BC1: We dedicate whatever people and resources it takes to do business 
with these customers. 
Anderson 
and Weitz 
(1992) 
38 
BC2: We do all we can not to threaten the relationships with these 
customers. 
Ivens and 
Pardo 
(2007) 
59 
BC3: We take a lot of time and effort to maintain the relationships with 
these customers. 
MacMillan 
et al. 
(2005) 
40 
BC4: Our firm puts considerable investment into the business we do with 
these customers. 
36 
BC5: We endeavour to strengthen our ties with these customers during the 
course of our relationships with them. 
Sharma et 
al. (2006) 
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 Relationship specific investment  
42 
RSI1: We have made significant investments dedicated to these 
relationships. 
43 
RSI2: We have made several adjustments to adapt to these customers’ 
technological norms and standards. 
70 
RSI3: Our systems and processes can easily be adjusted to a new 
relationship. 
Selnes and 
Sallis 
(2003) 
45 
RSI4: If these relationships were to end, we would be wasting a lot of 
knowledge that's tailored to these relationships. 
46 
RSI5: If we were to switch to a competitive customer, we would lose a lot 
of the investments made in the present relationships.  
47 
RSI6: We have invested a great deal in building up our joint businesses 
with this group of customers. 
Jap (1999) 
 Cooperation  
56 
Coop1: Overall, our relationships with these customers suggest that we 
have mutually beneficial relationships. 
49 
Coop2: Overall, our relationships with these customers suggest that we 
can work together well in these businesses. 
50 
Coop3: Overall, our relationships with these customers suggest that we 
can describe our relationships as cooperative. 
Palmatier 
et al. 
(2007a) 
51 Coop4: No matter who is at fault, problems are joint responsibilities. 
52 Coop5: Both sides are concerned about the other's profitability. 
53 Coop6: Both sides will not take advantage of a strong bargaining position. 
54 Coop7: Both sides are willing to make cooperative changes. 
55 Coop8: We do not mind owing each other favours. 
Siguaw et 
al. (1998) 
 Information sharing  
48 Inf1: Communications between both parties are prompt and timely. 
57 Inf2: Communications between both parties are complete. 
58 Inf3: The channels of communication are well understood. 
39 Inf4: Communications between both parties are accurate. 
Palmatier 
et al. 
(2007a) 
60 
Inf5: In these relationships, it is expected that any information that might 
help the other parties will be provided to them. 
61 
Inf6: Exchange of information in these relationships takes place frequently 
and informally, and not only according to a pre-specified agreement. 
62 
Inf7: It is expected that the parties will provide proprietary information if 
it can help the other parties. 
63 
Inf8: It is expected that we keep each other informed about events or 
changes that may affect the other party. 
Heide and 
John 
(1992) 
 Relationship performance  
64 
RP1: The relationships with these customers have resulted in lower 
marketing and sales costs. 
65 
RP2: Flexibility to handle unforeseen fluctuations in demand has been 
improved because of these relationships. 
66 
RP3: The relationships with these customers have resulted in better 
products/services quality. 
67 
RP4: Synergies in joint logistics efforts have been achieved because of 
these relationships. 
68 
RP5: These relationships have a positive effect on our ability to develop 
successful new products/services. 
Selnes and 
Sallis 
(2003) 
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69 
RP6: In these relationships, resource investments such as time and money, 
have paid off very well. 
44 
RP7: These relationships help us to detect changes in end-user needs and 
preferences before our competitors do. 
 Firm overall performance  
90 
FOP1: Over the past year, how well has your business met overall 
performance expectation? 
84 
FOP2: Over the past year, how well has the overall performance of your 
business exceeded that of your major competitors? 
92 
FOP3: How well was top management satisfied with the overall 
performance of the business last year? 
Jaworski 
and Kohli 
(1993) 
 Marketing effectiveness 
83 
ME1: How well has your firm achieved its goals in terms of market share 
growth? 
91 ME2: How well has your firm achieved its goals in terms of sales growth? 
85 
ME3: How well has your firm achieved its goals in terms of market 
position? 
Vorhies 
and 
Morgan 
(2003) 
 Customer satisfaction 
86 
CS1: How well has your firm achieved its goals in terms of customer 
satisfaction? 
87 
CS2: How well has your firm achieved its goals in terms of delivering value 
to your customers? 
94 
CS3: How well has your firm achieved its goals in terms of delivering what 
your customers want? 
89 
CS4: How well has your firm achieved its goals in terms of retaining valued 
customers? 
Vorhies 
and 
Morgan 
(2005) 
 Dependency  
25 Dep1: It would be difficult for us to replace these customers. 
Jap and 
Ganesan 
(2000) 
26 
Dep2: If for some reason, your relationships with these customers end, 
such a loss would significantly damage our reputation in this market. 
14 
Dep3: If for some reason, your relationships with these customers end, 
such a loss would negatively affect the service our customers have come to 
expect in this area. 
Palmatier 
et al. 
(2007a) 
28 Dep4: These customers are crucial to our business. 
29 
Dep5: If our relationships were discontinued, we would have difficulty 
replacing these customers. 
Ganesan 
(1994) 
30 Dep6: Our firm would suffer greatly if we lost these customers. 
31 
Dep7: There are other customers that could buy comparable amount of 
products/services. (R) 
Kim and 
Hsieh 
(2003) 
 Relationship quality  
93 
RQ1: What is the overall quality of your business relationship with these 
customers? 
Lee et al. 
(2001) 
 Relationship satisfaction  
88 
RS1: Our personal working relationships with these customers are 
satisfactory. 
Jap and 
Ganesan 
(2000) 
(R): reverse item 
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All the constructs in this study, with the exception of business strategy and 
resource acquisition strategy, were measured with reflective scales, in line with 
their original conceptualisation (Diamantopoulos and Siguaw 2006; 
Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer 2001). Business strategy was measured both 
with a re<lective Likert scale (question numbers 72-82) and with a self-typing 
paragraph (question number 98), because of the requirements of the data 
analysis dictated by different statistical forms of assessing fit for the first 
configuration model. Resource acquisition strategy was also measured with two 
different approaches. Firstly, it was measured with five single-item Likert scales 
to enable the testing of the validity and reliability of the developed resource 
acquisition strategies (question number 71). Secondly, it was measured with 
self-typing paragraphs because a prerequisite of adopting the fit as profile 
deviation approach is to split the sample into different strategic groups and 
perform the analysis within each one (question number 96). The self-typing 
approach has been shown to be appropriate for this purpose (Conant et al. 
1990; James and Hatten 1995; Shortell and Zajac 1990). 
6.5.1. Business strategy 
Business strategy in this research was defined as the dominant strategic 
position taken by a business unit (Dyer and Song 1997) and, for reasons 
explained above, was operationalised via two alternative approaches. Firstly, it 
was measured through a self-typing approach advocated by McKee et al. (1989) 
(see question number 98 in Appendix E). In this approach, respondents were 
asked to read three unlabelled paragraphs characterising the strategy types; 
they were then required to identify which one represented most closely the 
business strategy of their strategic business unit. This research used 
descriptions adapted from Vorhies and Morgan (2003). Table 6.2 provides the 
description of prospectors, analysers, and defenders that were used. This 
appears as question number 98 in Appendix E.  
This approach is widely used in strategic management research (McKee et al. 
1989; Shortell and Zajac 1990) and marketing strategy research (e.g. Matsuno 
and Mentzer 2000; McDaniel and Kolari 1987; Slater and Olson 2000) and 
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several studies have shown the validity and reliability of this measurement 
approach (Conant et al. 1990; James and Hatten 1995; Shortell and Zajac 1990).  
Table 6.2: Self-typing paragraphs of business strategy 
Strategy 
type 
Description 
Prospector 
Strategy 
This business unit typically operates within a broad products/services 
market domain that undergoes periodic redefinition. The business unit 
values being "first to market" in new products/services and market areas 
even if not all these efforts prove to be highly profitable. This organisation 
responds rapidly to early signals concerning areas of opportunity, and 
these responses often lead to a new round of competitive actions. 
However, this business unit may not maintain market strength in all areas 
it enters. 
Analyser 
Strategy 
This business unit attempts to maintain a stable, limited line of products 
or services while moving quickly to follow a carefully selected set of the 
more promising new developments in the industry. This organisation is 
seldom "first to market" with new products and services. However, by 
carefully monitoring the actions of major competitors in areas compatible 
with its stable products/services market base, this business unit can 
frequently be "second to market" with more cost-efficient 
products/services. 
Defender 
Strategy 
This business unit attempts to locate and maintain a secure niche in a 
relatively stable market area. The business unit tends to offer a more 
limited range of products or services than competitors, and it tries to 
protect its domain by offering higher quality, superior service, lower 
prices, and so forth. Often, this business unit is not at the forefront of 
developments in the industry. It tends to ignore industry changes that 
have no direct influence on current areas of operation and concentrates 
instead on doing the best job possible in a limited area. 
Source: adapted from Vories and Morgan (2003) 
Secondly, as presented in Table 6.1, this study used a multi-item scale for 
assessing business strategy type, based on Dyer and Song (1997) (see BS1-
BS11). Conant et al. (1990) developed ―and tested the validity and reliability 
of― a multi-item scale for measuring Miles and Snow's (1978) strategic types as 
a replacement for the self-typing paragraph approach. The new scale captures 
the business strategy of a focal firm on eleven dimensions that were initially 
used by Miles and Snow (1978) to classify a <irm into one of four archetypes. 
These eleven items measure the entrepreneurial level of firms and their 
innovatitveness. As such, the higher score on these eleven items represent the 
prospector strategy type given that “archetypal prospectors devote more 
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resources to entrepreneurial tasks, monitoring evolving trends in the marketplace, 
and new prouct development, and are led by a dominant coalition that possesses 
an expertise in marketing and R&D” (Conant et al. 1990, p. 366). Likewise, the 
low score on these eleven items represent the defender strategy type. The 
reason for using the multi-item Likert scale for measuring business strategy has 
to do with the requirement of assessing the fit from moderation, mediation, and 
covariation perspectives.  
6.5.2. Resource acquisition strategy 
Resource acquisition strategy was measured using two different approaches, to 
fulfil different analysis requirements. Firstly, in order to test the validity and 
reliability of the developed typology, this study used five single-item Likert 
scales to capture the relative importance of each resource acquisition strategy 
for a given strategic business unit. Measuring RAS through single-item Likert 
scales helped the researcher to perform the ANOVA test and multinomial 
logistic regression, which were aimed at examining whether the five RAS types 
are significantly different from each other, and whether they can predict the 
dominant resource acquisition strategy of a focal strategic business unit.  
The five single-item Likert scales are presented in Table 6.3 and appear as 
question number 71 in Appendix E.  
Table 6.3: Five single-item Likert scales for resource acquisition strategies 
When I think of the main objective of our portfolio of most important 
relationships, what describes it best is … 
1- … to make as much money as possible 
2- … whilst making money is important, we also focus on gaining access to 
a new/larger market 
3- … whilst making money is important, it is also about utilising our 
product/service capacity 
4- … whilst making money is important, it is also about gaining intellectual 
property/skills 
5- … whilst making money is important, it is also about gaining credibility 
in the market place through having reference sales 
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Secondly, resource acquisition strategy was measured with the self-typing 
paragraph instrument as developed through the qualitative interviews. This 
construct formed the basis for the second configuration model of this study. 
Self-typing paragraphs were used to measure resource acquisition strategies 
because this configuration model was examined using the fit as profile 
deviation approach. The initial step in performing profile deviation analysis is 
to split the sample data into different groups based on a categorical variable (in 
the second configuration model this was RAS type).  
The paragraphs that were used are provided in Table 6.4 and appear as 
question number 96 in Appendix E.  
Table 6.4: Self-typing paragraphs of resource acquisition strategies 
RAS type Description 
Money Bonds 
Our strategic business unit attempts to make as much money as 
possible from our most important relationships, and as such they are 
highly profitable. Due to the volume of the business that they do with 
us, they bring us a significant amount of money, and we cannot afford 
to lose them. 
New Market 
Bonds 
Whilst making money from our most important business relationships 
is extremely important, we are also looking to gain access to a new 
/large market. We might not make a lot of money out of our most 
important business relationships, but these relationships are vastly 
most important to us because we can get access to other highly 
profitable markets through them. 
Utilisation Bonds 
Whilst making money from our most important business relationships 
is extremely important, we are also looking to utilize our 
products/services capacity. In fact utilizing our capacity is the reason 
to choose a particular relationship as our most important relationship. 
Intellectual 
Bonds 
Whilst making money from our most important business relationships 
is extremely important, we are also looking to gain intellectual 
property/skills. These skills are highly important to us and can be 
understood as a set of technologies and/or knowledge that our 
strategic business unit is trying to posses through these relationships.  
Credibility 
Bonds 
Whilst making money from our most important business relationships 
is extremely important, we are also looking to use them as a reference 
sale in order to gain credibility in the market place. We might not make 
a lot of money out of them, but having these customers is an important 
asset for us, and we will continue doing business with them, hoping for 
profit in the future that comes from the reputation of these customers. 
 206 
6.5.3. Interpersonal trust 
In line with other research into business relationships, in this study trust was 
measured at two different levels (Fang et al. 2008; Zaheer et al. 1998), 
interpersonal trust and interorganisational trust. Interpersonal trust was 
measured using seven items. The <irst <ive items (IPT1-IPT5 in Table 6.1) were 
adapted from Zaheer et al. (1998) and the last two items (IPT6 and IPT7 in 
Table 6.1) from Kumar et al. (1995b). These measures have been adapted in a 
number of studies (Grif<ith and Lusch 2007; Kumar et al. 1995a). In selecting 
these items, particular attention was paid to the dimensions of trust. The 
construct of interpersonal trust in this study captured both the dimension of 
benevolence (IPT1, IPT6, and IPT7) and the dimension of credibility (IPT2-
IPT5). Following the suggestion of Doney and Cannon (1997) to combine the 
credibility component of trust with the benevolence component, the construct 
of interpersonal trust was treated as a unidimensional construct in this study. It 
also has to be noted that since interpersonal trust refers to the trust between 
individuals, in collecting the data, respondents were reminded that these items 
were related to people they interacted with, from their most important 
customers.  
6.5.4. Interorganisational trust 
The interorganisational aspect of trust was measured using five items. This 
scale was adapted from Zaheer et al. (1998) who adapted it from Rempel and 
Holmes (1986). This measurement has been used previously in several other 
studies, including Gulati and Nickerson (2008) and Perrone et al. (2003). The 
construct of interorganisational trust in this study comprises <ive items (IOT1-
IOT5 in Table 6.1), in which respondents were asked to assess the trust in the 
relationships between their strategic business unit and their most important 
business customers.  
6.5.5. Affective commitment 
A firm that exhibits affective commitment wants to maintain a business 
relationship because of its positive effect for its business partner (Kumar et al. 
1995b). Therefore the affective commitment scale in this study captured the 
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extent to which the focal strategic business unit felt sentimentally attached to 
its most important business customers. This construct comprises five items. 
The <irst two items (AC1 and AC2 in Table 6.1) were adapted from Lee et al. 
(2004) and the remaining three ( AC3-AC5 in Table 6.1) from the seminal work 
of Kumar et al. (1995b). Several other studies have also adapted the affective 
commitment scale developed by Kumar et al. (1995b) including Kwon and Suh 
(2005), Lancastre and Lages (2006), and Sindhav and Lusch (2008).  
6.5.6. Behavioural commitment 
Commitment concerns a firm’s intention to continue its relationships (Dwyer et 
al. 1987; Kumar et al. 1995b). Behavioural commitment in this sense refers to 
the commitment manifested in the firm’s behaviour (Anderson and Weitz 1992; 
Kim and Frazier 1997b). The behavioural commitment construct in this study 
was measured using <ive items (BC1-BC5 in Table 6.1). These <ive items 
together capture the extent to which the strategic business unit wants to 
maintain and strengthen its relationships with its most important business 
customers.  
Although several scales for behavioural commitment exist in the literature, they 
are, however, developed and used in different contexts, including distribution 
channels (e.g. Kim and Frazier 1997a; Kim and Frazier 1997b) and exporter-
importer relationships (e.g. Nguyen et al. 2006; Skarmeas et al. 2002). Thus, 
these scales did not fit with the contextual settings of this study. Consequently, 
this study captured the behavioural aspects of commitment with a scale 
combining items from Anderson and Weitz (1992) for BC1, Ivens and Pardo 
(2007) for BC2, MacMillan et al. (2005) for BC3, and Sharma et al. (2006) for 
BC4 and BC5.  
6.5.7. Relationship speci2ic investment 
Relationship specific investment refers to idiosyncratic investments in a specific 
relationship, which cannot be recovered easily or transferred to other 
relationships (Ganesan 1994). Thus, in this study the relationship specific 
investment construct captured the extent to which the focal strategic business 
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unit had made investments in its relationships with its most important business 
customers. This construct was measured using six items (RSI1-RSI6 in Table 
6.1). The <irst three items (RSI1-RSI3) were adapted from Selnes and Sallis 
(2003) and the last three (RSI4-RSI6) from Jap (1999).  
6.5.8. Cooperation 
Cooperation refers to a situation in which parties work together towards 
mutual goals (Morgan and Hunt 1994). In this study, the cooperation construct 
captured the extent to which the focal strategic business unit wanted to 
combine its efforts with those of its most important business customers to build 
successful business relationships. There are several scales available in the 
literature for this construct (e.g. Crespin-Mazet and Ghauri 2007; Frazier 
1983a; Skinner et al. 1992). The cooperation construct in this study comprised 
eight items of which three (Coop1-Coop3 in Table 6.1) were adapted from 
Palmatier et al. (2007a) and the remainder (Coop4-Coop8 in Table 6.1) were 
adapted from Siguaw et al. (1998).  
6.5.9. Information sharing 
Information sharing or communication refers to the formal and informal 
sharing of valuable and meaningful information between parties (Anderson and 
Narus 1990). Information sharing was captured with eight items. The first four 
items (Inf1-Inf4 in Table 6.1) were adapted from Palmatier et al. (2007a). These 
items captured the communication aspect of this construct. The remaining 
items (Inf5-Inf8 in Table 6.1) were adapted from Heide and John (1992). These 
items captured the extent to which parties were willing to exchange 
information. The items developed by Heide and John (1992) have been used in 
several other studies, including Mohr and Spekman (1994), Joshi and Arnold 
(1998), Young-Ybarra and Wiersema (1999), and Jap and Ganesan (2000).  
6.5.10. Relationship performance 
As argued by Selnes and Sallis (2003), relationship performance should 
conceptualise both efficiency and effectiveness aspects of a relationship. The 
effectiveness of a relationship refers to the extent to which it is perceived as 
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worthwhile, equitable, satisfying and productive. Efficiency, on the other hand, 
refers to the extent to which a relationship decreases overall costs. Relationship 
performance in this study comprised seven items (RP1-RP7 in Table 6.1). This 
scale was adapted from Selnes and Sallis (2003).  
6.5.11. Firm performance 
Several scales for firm performance have been developed in the literature. Many 
studies have utilised Jaworski and Kohli’s (1993) global measure of firm 
performance “because of its relevance despite the nature of the contextual 
influences” (Olson et al. 2005, p. 55). However, recently, researchers have 
tended to conceptualise firm performance based on a higher-order model that 
captures different aspects (e.g. Katsikeas et al. 2006; Vorhies and Morgan 
2005). Following their lead, this study captured firm performance based on a 
higher-order model that covers three aspects; namely, firm overall 
performance, marketing effectiveness, and customer satisfaction.  
6.5.11.1. Firm overall performance 
Firm overall performance was measured with a three-item scale (FOP1-FOP3 in 
Table 6.1) that captured the extent to which the focal strategic business unit 
met performance expectations and exceeded the performance of its 
competitors, as well as the extent to which top managers were satisfied with its 
performance. This construct was adapted from the influential work of Jaworski 
and Kohli (1993). The scale has been adapted in other configuration research, 
including Olson et al. (2005) and Slater et al. (2010; 2007; 2006).  
6.5.11.2. Marketing effectiveness 
Marketing effectiveness was measured perceptually, using a three-item scale 
(ME1-ME3 in Table 6.1). This construct captured the degree to which the <irm 
achieved growth in its market share (ME1), sales growth (ME2) and market 
position goals (ME3) (Clark 2000). The measures were adapted from the 
influential work of Vorhies and Morgan (2003) who also adapted this scale from 
the work of Clark (2000).  
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6.5.11.3. Customer satisfaction 
Customer satisfaction was measured with a perceptual four-item scale (CS1-CS4 
in Table 6.1). This construct captured the respondent’s subjective assessment of 
their most important customers’ satisfaction. As such, respondents were asked 
to assess the extent to which their strategic business unit achieved its goals in 
terms of customer satisfaction (CS1), delivering value to customers (CS2), 
delivering what customers want (CS3), and retaining valued customers (CS4). 
These were adapted from Vorhies and Morgan (2005) who synthesised this 
scale from previous measures (e.g. Fornell et al. 1996).  
6.5.12 Control variables 
The hypotheses developed for this study were controlled for firm age (indicated 
by the natural logarithm of the number of years that a company has been active 
in the market), portfolio age (indicating the natural logarithm of the length of 
business relationships portfolio), firm size, and dependency on business 
relationships. These are re<lected in questions number 1, 2, 6 and 14, 25, 26, 28, 
29, 30, and 31 in Appendix E repectively. Firm size was measured using a 
multiple-choice question: 1= ‘less than 100’, 2= ‘100-500’, 3= ‘501-1000’, 4= 
‘1001-5000’, and 5= ‘more than 5000’. For <irm age, respondents were asked to 
specify approximately how many years their strategic business unit has been 
doing business. Likewise, for portfolio age, respondents were asked to identify 
how long their strategic business unit has been doing business with their most 
important customers.  
Dependency was not considered as a characteristic of business relationships in 
this study. However, since it has been argued in the literature that dependency 
may have a positive impact on relationship performance (Palmatier et al. 
2007a), I controlled for the effect of dependency. There are different 
approaches to capturing a party’s dependence structure in the literature (e.g. 
del Bosque Rodríguez et al. 2006; Leonidou et al. 2006b; Palmatier et al. 2008). 
In order to fully capture the structure of dependency, the present study 
synthesised the dependency construct from four different sources. This 
construct comprised seven items. The <irst item (Dep1) was adapted from Jap 
 211 
and Ganesan (2000), the next two items (Dep2 and Dep3) were adapted from 
Palmatier et al. (2007a), two items (Dep4 and Dep5) were adapted from 
Ganesan (1994), and the last two items (Dep6 and Dep7) were adapted from 
Kim and Hsieh (2003).  
Furthermore, it has to be noted here that relationship quality and relationship 
satisfaction were also measured. The reason for measuring these two items has 
to do with the selection of the single best ideal profile. As part of the robustness 
test for the profile deviation approach, this study compared the ideal profile 
that was developed from the group of top performing firms with the ideal 
profile developed from the single best performing firm. Relationship quality and 
relationship satisfaction were measured to help identify the single best 
performing firm (along with several other criteria). Both relationship quality 
and relationship satisfaction were measured with a reflective single-item Likert 
scale. Relationship quality was adapted from Lee et al. (2001) and relationship 
satisfaction was adapted from Jap and Ganesan (2000). 
6.6. Pretest 
In order to test the validity and reliability of the measurement scales, a link to 
the preliminary online version of the questionnaire was sent to international 
executive MBA students at Manchester Business School, in March 2010. These 
managers were asked to complete the questionnaire from the perspective of the 
company that they were working for. A week later, a follow-up email was sent 
to respondents. From a total of 318 managers, 205 responses were received 
within 3 weeks, of which 195 were useable for the purpose of this pretest1 (an 
effective response rate of 61.3%).  
To control for the extent to which respondents were knowledgeable about their 
company’s business relationships and business strategy, this pretest controlled 
for the number of years that the respondents had been working for their 
company. Respondents were also controlled for their customer facing 
                                                        
1
 As discussed earlier in Section 5.5.2.1 of Chapter 5, the total useable sample for the purpose of 
pretesting the measurement scales was 195, however since two omitted to answer the question 
number 71 in Appendix D, the useable sample size for assessing the validity of the RAS typology was 
193. 
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experience. In addition, they were asked to self-report their level of 
knowledgeability regarding the survey questions. This procedure resulted in 
removing the ten respondents who did not meet the criteria of a minimum of 
three years working for the company, two years of customer facing experience, 
and a minimum level of knowledgeability of “fair”, which was point 4 on a 7-
point Likert scale (Slater et al. 2007). On average the companies had been in 
business for 26 years, ranging from a minimum of four years to a maximum of 
160 years. The largest group of companies (40%) had less than 100 employees, 
whilst approximately 12% had more than 5,000. About 43% of the companies 
had a turnover above $5 million. A total of 55% of companies were active in a 
service industry.  
Before discussing the measurement analysis, it has to be mentioned here that both 
the ‘customer satisfaction’ and ‘marketing effectiveness’ scales were only added to 
the configuration models after this pretest. Therefore this pretest does not entail 
these two scales. These two constructs were added later to the final questionnaire 
in order to conceptualise performance based on a higher-order model following 
recent contributions (e.g. Katsikeas et al. 2006; Vorhies and Morgan 2005).  
Table 6.5 summarises the results of the measurement model after purifying the 
items using a cut-off point of .7 for the loadings (Hair et al. 2006). Table 6.6 
reports construct means, correlations, squared correlation matrix and average 
variance extracted (AVE). It should be noted that most of eliminated items in 
this pretest had loadings slightly below the cut-off point of .7.  
Table 6.5: Construct Overview 
Construct Items 
Item reliability  
λ 
t-value 
IPT1 .76 11.82 
IPT3 .83 13.33 
IPT6 .75 11.61 
Interpersonal trust 
(CR = .846, α = .845, AVE = .580) 
IPT7 .70 10.66 
IOT1 .80 13.26 
IOT2 .75 12.11 
IOT3 .89 15.60 
IOT4 .79 12.99 
Interorganisational trust 
(CR = .903, α = .902, AVE = .652) 
IOT5 .80 13.30 
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AC1 .81 13.30 
AC4 .90 15.52 
Affective commitment 
(CR = .895, α = .892, AVE = .741) 
AC5 .87 14.77 
BC1 .77 12.30 
BC2 .78 12.54 
BC3 .86 14.71 
BC4 .84 14.06 
Behavioural commitment 
(CR = .908, α = .904, AVE = .664) 
BC5 .82 13.74 
Coop1 .83 13.71 
Coop2 .91 15.86 
Cooperation 
(CR = .882, α = .881, AVE = .714) 
Coop3 .79 12.85 
RSI1 .88 14.48 
RSI2 .83 13.31 
Relationship specific investment 
(CR = .850, α = .844, AVE = .656) 
RSI6 .71 10.79 
Inf1 .89 15.69 
Inf2 .89 15.62 
Inf3 .77 12.52 
Information sharing 
(CR = .920, α = .919, AVE = .742) 
Inf4 .89 15.67 
RP3 .74 11.71 
RP4 .70 10.82 
RP5 .85 14.22 
RP6 .81 13.29 
Relationship performance 
(CR = .880, α = .874, AVE = .596) 
RP7 .75 11.94 
FOP1 .88 14.69 
FOP2 .80 12.86 
Firm overall performance 
(CR = .878, α = .876, AVE = .707) 
(Measured on 7-point Likert scales 
anchored by 1= “Not very well”, 
4=“Fair”, and 7=“Very well”) 
FOP3 .84 13.89 
Dep4 .86 14.39 
Dep5 .87 14.66 
 
Dependency 
(CR = .901, α = .894, AVE = .751) Dep6 .87 14.75 
BS1 .72 11.49 
BS2 .75 12.19 
BS3 .76 12.46 
BS4 .70 11.01 
BS5 .75 12.19 
BS6 .78 12.76 
BS7 .81 13.53 
BS8 .88 15.43 
BS9 .91 16.23 
BS10 .79 13.10 
Business Strategy 
(CR = .945, α = .945, AVE = .612) 
BS11 .73 11.78 
Notes:  
All items were measured using seven-point Likert scales anchored by 1= ‘strongly disagree’, 4= 
‘neither agree nor disagree’, and 7= ‘strongly agree’, unless otherwise specified.  
CR = Composite reliability 
α = Cronbach's Alpha 
AVE = Average variance extracted 
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Table 6.6: Construct Means, Correlations, Squared Correlation Matrix and AVE (pretest) 
 Mean (S.D) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1- Interpersonal trust 4.62 (1.02) .580 .640*** -.030 .600*** .420*** .300*** .160* .570*** .450*** .330*** .330*** 
2- Interorganisational trust 5.02 (1.06) .410 .652 .000 .570*** .460*** .280*** .210*** .710*** .580*** .500*** .270*** 
3- Dependency 5.49 (1.26) .001 .000 .751 -.060 .190** .400*** .320*** -.110 .070 -.080 .000 
4- Affective commitment 4.76 (1.26) .360 .325 .004 .741 .470*** .340*** .240*** .550*** .540*** .490*** .380*** 
5- Cooperation 5.68 (.92) .176 .212 .036 .221 .714 .420*** .340*** .460*** .660*** .440*** .360*** 
6- Behavioural commitment 5.70 (.95) .090 .078 .160 .116 .176 .664 .680*** .320*** .430*** .310*** .290*** 
7- Relationship Specific Investment 5.43 (1.04) .026 .044 .102 .058 .116 .462 .656 .220*** .420*** .230*** .190** 
8- Information sharing 5.06 (1.20) .325 .504 .012 .303 .212 .102 .048 .742 .660*** .530*** .410*** 
9- Relationship performance 5.05 (1.08) .203 .336 .005 .292 .436 .185 .176 .436 .596 .600*** .560*** 
10- Overall performance 4.90 (1.31) .109 .250 .006 .240 .194 .096 .053 .281 .360 .707 .490*** 
11- Business Strategy 4.82 (1.20) .109 .073 .000 .144 .130 .084 .036 .168 .314 .240 .612 
 
Note: Bold numbers on the diagonal show the AVE, upper diagonal represent correlation, and lower diagonal represent squared correlation 
* p < .1 
** p < .05  
*** p < .01
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Different steps were taken to assess the robustness of the measures. First, an 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used to identify cross-loading items. 
Following this approach, and using principal component analysis and oblique 
rotation, a total of eleven factors were extracted. Loadings ranged from .494 to 
.900, with no signi<icant cross loadings, and all items loading on the expected 
construct (see Table 6.7). In total, these latent factors explain 75.25% of the 
total variance.  
Second, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using the Maximum Likelihood 
(ML) method was carried out on the full sample (n= 195) using LISREL 8.80 
through limiting each item to load onto one pre-identified factor. The goodness-
of-fit statistics were: χ2(df=1120)= 1710.66 (n= 195), Comparative Fit Index (CFI)= 
.98, Normed Fit Index (NFI)= .94, Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI)= .97, 
Incremental Fit Index (IFI)= .98, Relative Fit Index (RFI)= .93, and Root Mean 
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA)= .047. These statistics indicate that 
the measurement model produces a satisfactory fit.  
Third, following the procedure suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981), the 
composite reliability of each construct was calculated. These ranged from .846 
to .945, with factor loadings from .70 to .91 (p< .01). For comparison, the 
Cronbach's alpha was also calculated for each construct. The Cronbach's alphas 
ranged from .844 to .945. Both the composite reliabilities and the Cronbach's 
alphas were considerably higher than the cut-off point of .7 suggested by Hair et 
al. (2006), thus supporting the reliability of the measurement scales. Average 
variance extracted (AVE) also ranged between 58% and 75.1%. The AVE results 
support the convergent validity of the constructs using a minimum acceptance 
level of 50% for AVEs as suggested by Hair et al. (2006).  
Discriminant validity was also evaluated following the approach explained by 
Hair et al. (2006). In this approach, discriminant validity is supported if the 
shared variances between all pairs of constructs are lower than the portion of 
variances extracted for constructs (Fornell and Larcker 1981). The results 
indicate that the AVEs are considerably higher than the squared correlations, 
supporting the discriminant validity of the constructs (see Table 6.6).  
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Table 6.7: Exploratory factor analysis (pretest) 
 Latent 
construct 
 Item 
description 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
Inf4 .747                     
Inf2 .718                     
Inf3 .687                     
1 
Information 
sharing 
Inf1 .670                     
BS8   .873                   
BS9   .847                   
BS7   .805                   
BS10   .790                   
BS3   .756                   
BS4   .753                   
BS2   .727                   
BS5   .716                   
BS1   .714                   
BS6   .709                   
2 
Business 
Strategy 
BS11   .687                   
BC3     .808                 
BC1     .799                 
BC2     .777                 
BC5     .723                 
3 
Behavioural 
commitment 
BC4     .707                 
IPT1       .811               
IPT7       .794               
IPT6       .749               
4 
Interpersonal 
trust 
IPT3       .693               
Dep6         .900             
Dep5         .899             
5 
Dependency 
Dep4         .871             
Coop2           -.885           
Coop1           -.857           
6 
Cooperation 
Coop3           -.820           
FOP3             .819         
FOP1             .789         
7 
Firm overall 
performance FOP2             .772         
RSI2               .869       
RSI1               .799       
8 
Relationship 
specific 
investment 
RSI6               .642       
IOT2                 -.816     
IOT3                 -.784     
IOT1                 -.768     
IOT4                 -.680     
9 
Interorganisa
tional trust 
IOT5                 -.626     
AC5                   -.852   
AC4                   -.739   
10 
Affective 
commitment AC1                   -.734   
RP5                    -.753 
RP7                     -.651 
RP3                     -.570 
RP4                     -.509 
11 
Relationship 
performance 
RP6                     -.494 
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It has to be noted here that the two configuration models were examined and the 
hypotheses were tested on the basis of the data collected in this pretest. However, 
for parsimony reasons, these results will not be presented here. They have been 
written up in a separate paper, submitted to a journal for review (Zaefarian et al. 
2011). 
In summary, the results of the pretest indicate that the measurement items are 
valid and reliable. Furthermore, these items provide an acceptable fit for the 
measurement model. Hence, it can be concluded that the survey was well 
designed and engaging and interesting enough to be completed by the 
respondents. Although a number of items were purified in the measurement 
model of the pretest, it was decided to keep them in the final survey because the 
item loadings for the majority of them were only slightly below the cut-off point 
of .7. The proven quality of the measurement items allowed the research to 
move on to the final survey of US service industries. The final survey 
questionnaire is presented in Appendix E.  
6.7. Sampling and survey procedure 
The survey was conducted within the US service industries in June 2010. It was 
designed and implemented following Dillman’s (2000) tailored design method 
approach. Recent articles have highlighted the advantages of adopting a web-
based data collection method (Dillman 2007). Previous research indicates a 
huge increase in the use of online surveys in recent years (Craig and Douglas 
2001). Therefore, it was decided to adopt the online survey as the method of 
data collection. An online version of the survey was developed; it was then 
hosted by a research website (https://mbs.qualtrics.com). The survey was 
designed so that respondents were not able to progress to the next webpage 
without fully answering the questions on the current page. This approach 
helped to avoid missing data. The result of the pretest also indicated that only 
very few respondents did not finish the survey, suggesting that forcing 
respondents to provide answers would not considerably change the response 
rate.  
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For the clarity of the reader, it has to be mentioned here that this study used the 
help of a panel provider. The panel provider was engaged to provide the precisely 
targeted online expert panel. In addition, they helped with the administration of 
the survey.  
The data were collected from an expert online panel comprised of high-quality 
respondents who had agreed to receive the questionnaire and participate in the 
survey. As such, the panellists were committed, engaged and actively interested 
in participating in this research. In addition, panellists were rewarded for their 
efforts, which in turn increased the response rate and the quality of the data 
(Cobanoglu and Cobanoglu 2003; Goetz et al. 1984). Since the panel provider 
had accurately recorded the respondents’ demographic profiles, it became 
feasible to obtain correctly targeted respondents based on the scope of the 
study (i.e. through the brief provided to the panel provider).  
Initially, based on the scope of this research, a brief was provided to the panel 
provider. The panel provider was asked to obtain an expert business-to-
business panel of respondents that precisely met the following criteria. First, 
panellists should be working in service industries in the USA. Second, 
respondents should be customer-facing managers who were either CEOs, chief 
marketing executives, or senior marketing managers. Third, respondents 
should have a minimum of three years experience working for their current 
company. In selecting the respondents, careful attention was also paid to the 
companies in which the respondents were working. First, these companies 
should have a minimum of 25 employees. Second, they should have a minimum 
of five business customers.  
Although the panel provider obtained respondents based on the criteria 
outlined in the brief, three screening questions were also added to the 
questionnaire to further prevent unsuitable panellists from taking the survey 
(see Appendix F). Firstly, respondents were asked to select the sector in which 
their strategic business unit was working. Two possible answers were 
provided: (A) manufacturing and (B) services. The survey was terminated if a 
respondent chose manufacturing. Secondly, respondents were asked to 
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describe the majority of their customers. Three possible answers were 
provided: (A) end consumers, (B) other businesses or organisations, and (C) 
both. The survey was terminated if a respondent chose ‘end consumers’. Finally, 
given that the respondents were initially greeted and informed of the research 
topic and the subject of the questionnaire, the third screening question was 
designed to assess how knowledgeable they were with regard to the 
relationships that their strategic business unit had with its main customers, on 
a scale of 1 to 7, with 1 signifying ‘not very well’, 4 signifying ‘fair’, and 7 
signifying ‘very well’. The survey was terminated if a respondent chose an 
answer below 5.  
Furthermore, the online questionnaire was equipped with features such as 
location-verification, de-duplication technology that blocked respondents from 
taking the survey more than once, and a flag for individuals speeding through 
the survey. These features, together with screening questions and the ability of 
the panel provider to obtain respondents according to the brief, ensured the 
quality of the panel. The panel consisted of 2,300 managers that met all of the 
above criteria. The link to the online version of the questionnaire was sent to 
the panel respondents. The first page of the online questionnaire was designed 
to greet the respondents and inform them of their data confidentiality, 
following the suggestion of Diamantopoulos and Schlegelmilch (1996). In 
addition, respondents were given instructions on how to answer the 
questionnaire (the covering page is provided in Appendix E).  
6.8. Description of the survey responses 
6.8.1. Response rate 
Within two weeks of the initial survey launch, a total of 716 responses had been 
collected. Since the link to online version of the survey was sent to 2,300 
panellists, this indicates a response rate of 31.1%. Compared to other studies in 
this field of strategy and marketing, this response rate is high, given the 
sensitive nature of some of the questions and the profile of the respondents (e.g. 
Gatignon and Xuereb 1997; Slater et al. 2006). This rate is also within the range 
of response rates of other seminal studies of configuration theory (e.g. Vorhies 
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and Morgan 2005; Vorhies and Morgan 2003). Given the number of responses, 
it was decided to stop the data collection process at this point.  
It has to be mentioned here that, after adjusting for outliers, the effective response 
rate came to 28.6%. The procedure used for eliminating outliers is explained in 
Section 7.2 of Chapter 7 .  
6.8.2. Strategic business unit information 
The preliminary analysis of the responses indicated that a total of 30.6% of the 
participating strategic business units had been active in the market for less than 
10 years, the majority of them (i.e. 53.4%) had been active in the market for 
between 11 and 50 years, and only 16.1% had been in the market for more than 
50 years. A total of 69.7% of the participating strategic business units had a 
turnover of more than half a million dollars in 2010, of which 72.1% were 
medium or large-sized strategic business units. Table 6.8 provides the 
distribution of the turnovers of the participating strategic business units.  
Table 6.8: Turnover distribution of strategic business units participating in the survey 
Turnover Percentage 
Under $100,000 11.2% 
$100,001 - $500,000 19.1% 
$500,001 - $5 million 32.4% 
$5,000,001 - $50 million 22.8% 
Over $50 million 14.5% 
In terms of size, the majority (i.e. 59.2%) of the participating strategic business 
unit were medium-sized, with a total number of employees less than 500, while 
40.8% were large-sized (see Table 6.9). These statistics indicate that the survey 
sample is a good representative of all service industries.  
Table 6.9: Distribution of number of employees of the strategic business units participating in 
the survey 
Number of Employees Percentage 
Less than 100 36.2% 
100-500 23.0% 
501-1000 15.4% 
1001-5000 11.7% 
More than 5000 13.7% 
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6.8.3. Age of the portfolio of most important business customers 
The unit of analysis for this study was the focal strategic business unit’s 
portfolio of most important business relationships (with its customers). Thus, 
respondents were asked to estimate the portfolio age, that is, the approximate 
number of years it had been doing business with its most important business 
customers. The portfolio age was used as a control variable to test its 
moderating effect. According to the survey sample, the average length of 
business relationship between a focal strategic business unit and its group of 
most important business customers was 15.6 years. This clearly indicates that 
the strategic business units established strong and well-formed business 
relationships with their important customers. Therefore, this survey sample is 
appropriate for the purpose of this study and can be used to examine the two 
configuration models.  
6.8.4. Demographic information 
Since this study focused on the focal strategic business unit’s portfolio of 
important business relationships with its business customers, key informants 
were expected to have customer-facing (e.g. marketing) experience. According 
to the survey data, the respondents had been working in their current strategic 
business unit for approximately 9.2 years. This indicates that the respondents 
were likely to have extremely good knowledge about their strategic business 
unit. The distribution of the respondents’ years of experience with their current 
strategic business units is provided in Table 6.10.  
Table 6.10: Years of experience distribution of the survey participants 
Years with current strategic 
business unit 
Percentage 
Less than 6 45.0% 
Between 6 and 10 26.3% 
Between 11 and 20 19.7% 
Between 21 and 30 5.9% 
More than 30 3.1% 
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In addition, respondents on average had approximately 12.5 years of customer-
facing experience. The distribution of the respondents’ customer-facing 
experience with their current strategic business units is provided in Table 6.11. 
Table 6.11: Distribution of customer-facing experience of the survey participants 
Years of customer-facing experience Percentage 
Less than 6 30.0% 
Between 6 and 10 23.1% 
Between 11 and 20 31.0% 
Between 21 and 30 12.0% 
More than 30 3.9% 
Given that these respondents had about ten years of experience in their current 
strategic business units, it can be concluded that the respondents were highly 
experienced and likely to possess in-depth knowledge regarding their portfolio 
of most important business relationships.  
6.9. Chapter Summary 
Initially in this chapter, the epistemological standing of this study was 
described. Following this, the research methodology adopted was discussed. 
For the qualitative stage the interviews were explained, and the survey method 
was described for the quantitative stage. In the section explaining the survey 
method, several reasons were provided for utilising a web-based survey and 
targeting service industries in the USA. Furthermore, rational arguments were 
presented to justify the use of the portfolio of most important business 
relationships as the unit of analysis. Similarly, that section discussed the 
rationale behind selecting customer-facing managers as the most appropriate 
key informants for this study, as well as the reasons for using both self-typing 
paragraphs and 7-point Likert scales with multiple items.  
Next, this chapter presented the preliminary measures used for the main 
constructs in this study. In order to reduce concerns regarding the reliability 
and validity of the constructs, all the scales used in this study were adapted 
from the pertinent literature. The first version of the questionnaire was tested 
by using it to collect sample data from 195 international executive MBA 
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students at Manchester Business School. The results of this pretest indicated a 
good reliability and validity for all constructs. The fit statistics of the 
measurement model also provided satisfactory (i.e. acceptable) results.  
In the next section, it was explained that, once the survey instruments had been 
successfully tested, the link to the online version of the survey was sent to a 
pre-identified panel of experts that consisted of 2,300 customer-facing 
managers from companies working in service industries in the USA. Finally, this 
chapter closed with a description of the survey responses.  
 224 
 
This is that part of the earlier <igure 1.1 that is being addressed in the 
forthcoming chapter.  
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Chapter 7: Data analysis 
7.1. Introduction 
This chapter primarily focuses on the analysis of the survey data. It begins with 
discussion of the handling of outliers, followed by examining the problems of 
normality and multicollinearity in the data. Next, non-response bias and 
common method bias are checked. After data screening, the detailed 
procedures undertaken to purify the measurement scales are illustrated. This 
procedure comprises a series of statistical tests including exploratory and 
confirmatory factor analysis, which aimed at checking the validity and 
reliability of the measures. Following this, the two configuration models are 
examined to test hypotheses H1 to H5. The first configuration model is tested 
based on the operationalisation of the concept fit from four different 
perspectives consisting of fit as profile deviation (for testing H1), fit as 
moderation (for testing H2), fit as mediation (for testing H3) and fit as 
covariation (for testing H4). To test the fifth hypothesis, the second 
configuration model is examined using only fit as profile deviation. Finally, 
examining the association between business strategy and resource acquisition 
strategy (for testing H6) closes this chapter.  
7.2. Data Screening 
Before starting to analyse the data, it is essential to check and screen the 
dataset for outliers, multivariate normality, and multicollinearity, all of which 
are prerequisites of the multivariate data analysis (Hair et al. 2006). Although 
checking for missing data and decisions regarding alternative methods to 
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remedy the missing data have always been a concern to researchers, these are 
not a concern in this study because respondents were forced to fully answer all 
questions prior to viewing the next webpage. Screening the dataset confirms 
that there were no incomplete cases.  
7.2.1. Detecting and handling outliers 
An outlier is defined as “an extreme value that differs substantially from the 
other values in the distribution” (O'Rourke et al. 2005, p. 102). Outliers cannot 
be categorised as either problematic or beneficial, but rather they should be 
evaluated based upon the information they may provide and viewed within the 
context of the analysis (Churchill 1999). According to Hair et al. (2006) outliers 
can arise from procedural errors or they can be the result of an extraordinary 
event, which accounts for the uniqueness of the observation. Outliers can also 
comprise extraordinary observations for which the researcher has no 
explanation or they can consist of observations, which are unique in their 
combination of values across the variables. Once identified, the decision should 
be made on the retention or exclusion of each case based on their 
characteristics and the objectives of the analysis.  
The first step in detecting outliers was to identify individuals speeding through 
the survey and straight-lining responses. Low-quality respondents with lack of 
conscientiousness provide poor quality responses. Therefore, these cases were 
considered as outliers that should be removed from the dataset. To identify 
these cases, the standard deviation of each case across all scale items was 
calculated. A case was considered as an outlier when its standard deviation was 
below the conservative cut-off point of .5. This procedure resulted in identifying 
36 extreme cases. These cases were then deleted from the dataset.  
The second step in identifying outliers was based on multivariate detection. 
Because multivariate analysis in this study involves more than two variables, it 
becomes necessary to “objectively measure the multidimensional position of each 
observation relative to some common point” (Hair et al. 2010, p. 66). This issue is 
addressed by measuring the Mahalanobis distance (D2). This statistical method 
is commonly used to measure the distance of an observation from the centre of 
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the population in which it resides (Manly 1990; Mullen et al. 1995). The D2 
measure divided by the number of variables involved (D2/n) can be treated as a 
t-distribution with n degree of freedom (df) (Hair et al. 2010). As such it allow 
for significance testing.  
The D2/n ration for each observation in the dataset was calculated using the 
SPSS17 software. The calculation of this ratio was based on a total of 79 
variables (i.e. df= 79). Following the lead of Hair et al. (2006), the conservative 
significance level of .005 was chosen for the designation of outliers. Since D2 can 
only take positive values, the t-distribution table gives the critical value of one-
tailed t-test as 3.195 for 80 degrees of freedom. Thus observations having a 
D2/n value exceeding 3.195 were considered as outliers. This procedure 
resulted in designation of a total of 22 cases as outliers, which were deleted 
from the database. Therefore the <inal dataset consisted of 658 observations 
and the effective response rate came to 28.6%. 
7.2.2. Normality  
 Normality is the most fundamental assumption in multivariate analysis 
(Raykov and Marcoulides 2008). As such it refers to the shape of the data 
distribution. Normality should be ideally tested for each single variable (i.e. 
univariate normality) and for each combination of two or more variables 
(multivariate normality). However, multivariate normality is difficult to test 
(Cheung and Rensvold 2002) given that this test is overly sensitive (Schinka et 
al. 2003). Thus although specialised tests are available, in reality this 
assumption is not readily tested, instead Hair et al. (2010; 2006) suggested that 
achieving univariate normality for all variables is sufficient.  
The normality test for each single variable was performed using the Normal 
probability-probability (p-p) plot based on Blom’s method to approximate the 
normal distribution (Hair et al. 2010). Results indicate that none of the 
variables deviated significantly from the normal distribution, supporting the 
univariate normality of each individual variable.  
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7.2.3. Multicollinearity 
Multicollinearity refers to the extent to which a single variable can be explained 
by other variables in the analysis (Hair et al. 2010). It is a statistical 
phenomenon in which a set of variables is highly correlated (Raykov and 
Marcoulides 2008). As for reflective multi-item scales, it is expected that some 
degree of multicollinearity would be present within items of any given 
construct. Instead, the discriminant validity suggests that items belonging to 
different constructs should not manifest strong correlation. As such, it becomes 
important to observe the degree of collinearity for all pairs of items belonging 
to different constructs.  
To examine the problem of collinearity, a series of bivariate correlation test 
(Pearson) was performed for all pairs of items belonging to different constructs. 
The bivariate correlation value of .9 or higher is commonly considered as a 
significant collinearity problem (Tabachnick and Fidell 2007). However, the 
more conservative cut-off point of .8 has been suggested in some research 
(Mason and Perreault 1991). In all pairs, the bivariate correlation was below 
the conservative threshold of .8, suggesting that a collinearity problem does not 
exist in the dataset.  
7.3. Non-response bias 
Non-response bias is described as “the difference between the answers of 
nonrespondents and respondents” (Lambert and Harrington 1990, p. 5). This 
bias is a potential source of error in a survey research (Dillman 2000), which 
occurs if those who respond to the survey substantially differ in meaningful 
ways (e.g. on some characteristics of interest to the study) from those who do 
not respond (Armstrong and Overton 1977). Non-response bias is a problem 
only when “a difference between the respondents and the non-respondents leads 
the researchers to an incorrect conclusion or decision” (Tull and Hawkins 1993, 
p. 184). Although the literature provides guidelines to keep non-response under 
30% in most situations (Kanuk and Berenson 1975; Linsky 1975), it is still 
recommended to examine the existence of non-response bias (Blair and 
Zinkhan 2006).  
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There are several approaches to examine the problem of non-response bias. 
One approach is to sample the non-respondents (Hansen and Hurwitz 1946). A 
common approach used in prospective studies is to examine the difference in 
outcome between early and late respondents suggested by Armstrong and 
Overton (1977). The underlying assumption of this approach is that late-
response is often similar to non-response (Armstrong and Overton 1977; 
Sheikh and Mattingly 1981). Another approach in examining this bias is to 
compare respondents and non-respondents based on population 
characteristics, which is advocated by a sizable number of seminal studies 
(Mentzer et al. 2001; Winklhofer and Diamantopoulos 2002). The underlying 
assumption of this approach is that demographic or other basic characteristics 
are assumed to be causally related to the outcome (Sheikh and Mattingly 1981).  
Once the online-survey was closed, the panel provider was asked to create a 
dataset with demographic information of those panellists who did not take the 
survey. This information was provided for a total of 1513 panellists. The panel 
provider was not able to provide this information for 71 individuals. The 
demographic information consisted of several descriptive items (industry 
sector and occupational level) and one quantitative item (i.e. number of 
employees). This sample was then compared with the actual dataset to test for 
non-response bias. The t-test was used to compare the two independent 
samples of data based on the only variable which was present in both samples 
(i.e. number of employees of strategic business units). In this test, the 
significance level was set as .05. Levene’s test (Field 2005) for equality of 
variances indicates insignificant results suggesting that the variances are equal. 
This is in order to choose the right formula for performing the t-test. Results of 
the t-test reported insigni<icant values of .261 with 2169 degrees of freedom, 
which indicate that the non-response bias is not a problema in this survey data.  
In addition, since the data was collected over a period of two weeks, a late 
response test was carried out to check for late-response bias. Following 
Armstrong and Overton (1977), the data was split into early and late responses. 
Those responses that were received in the first week of data collection were 
labelled as early responses and the remaining responses were considered as 
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late responses. Subsequently, a number of t-test analyses were carried out to 
compare these groups based on various control variables (e.g. number of 
employees and number of years active in market) and based on various 
constructs in our model (e.g. interpersonal trust, interorganisational trust, and 
affective commitment, behavioural commitment and relationship performance). 
Results of these t-test analyses also indicated no significant differences between 
these groups, suggesting that late-response bias is not problematic.  
7.4. Common method bias 
Common method bias is a perennial concern in different disciplines of research 
(Chang et al. 2010; Edwards 2008; Podsakoff et al. 2003). This bias is caused by 
common method variance (CMV) (i.e. variance that is attributable to the 
measurement method rather than to the constructs the measures represent) 
and poses a potential problem in behavioural research (Podsakoff et al. 2003), 
resulting in an artificial inflation of correlations in cases where a single 
informant accounts for both predictor and criterion measures (Chang et al. 
2010). According to Edwards (2008), common method variance is problematic 
because, when the same method is adopted to measure the items of different 
constructs, the relationship between the items can be influenced by factors 
other than the relationship between the constructs themselves. Therefore, 
common method variance has the potential to bias estimates of the 
relationships between constructs and to influence the inferences drawn from 
empirical research. 
7.4.1. Procedural remedies 
During the design of this study, several procedural remedies were considered to 
minimise the potential effects of common method bias following the lead of 
Podsakoff et al. (2003) and Podsakoff and Organ (1986). Firstly, in the ex ante 
research design stage, the order of measurements of dependent and 
independent constructs was counterbalanced. Secondly, the questionnaire was 
pretested with a number of PhD students as well as full time MBA students from 
Manchester Business School to identify and revise ambiguous terms, vague 
concepts, and complicated syntax. Thirdly, neutral wording of the measures was 
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ensured through the pretest with full time MBA students. Fourthly, to reduce 
evaluation apprehension, respondents were assured of the anonymity and 
confidentiality of the data. Furthermore, they were assured that there were no 
right or wrong answers; rather their personal opinion on this topic was 
important. 
7.4.2. Statistical remedies 
A common technique to assess common method variance is to use Harman’s 
single-factor test (Harman 1967). If common method variance is problematic, 
either a single factor would emerge in an exploratory factor analysis (EFA), or 
the results of the un-rotated factor solutions would show a general factor that 
would account for the majority of the explained variance (Podsakoff and Organ 
1986). Following this procedure, an EFA was applied to all of the 79 
measurement variables, and the un-rotated solution extracted 13 factors with 
eigenvalues greater than 1.0, which accounts for 71.04% of the total variance of 
the data. Factor one explains only 37.96% of the variance. Therefore, common 
method bias does not seem to be problematic. 
As Chang et al. (2010) strongly suggested to provide ‘robustness’ in the CMV 
test results, a second statistical test was adopted in this study. Following the 
suggestion of Podsakoff et al. (2003), this study also used confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA) as a more sophisticated approach to Harman’s one-factor test. In 
order to perform this test, all 79 items were loaded into one confirmatory factor 
with fit statistics of χ2(df=3002)= 22567.9 (n= 658); CFI= .531; RMSEA= .100. 
Comparing these results against χ2(df=2924)= 6925.8 (n= 658); CFI= .904; RMSEA= 
.046 for the measurement model yields a Δχ2 of 15642.1 with df= 78, p< .001. 
Hence, it can be concluded that one latent factor does not account for all marked 
variables (Podsakoff et al. 2003), therefore supporting the assumption that 
common method variance is not problematic in this study. 
7.5. Measurement model 
Initially a series of reliability tests were carried out to assess the reliability of 
the constructs. Next, this study followed the two-step approach suggested by 
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Anderson and Gerbing (1988b) to assess the robustness of the scale items. In 
the first step an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used to purify the items. 
Following this, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was utilised to validate the 
factor model.  
7.5.1. Reliability test 
Prior to performing EFA and CFA analysis, it was necessary to examine the 
reliability of each construct. This study adopted the commonly used measure of 
Cronbach’s alpha (Nunnally 1967) to assess the reliability. Table 7.1 presents 
the reliability of each construct and Cronbach’s alpha if item excluded. 
Literature recommends removing those items whose exclusion can 
considerably increase the construct reliability (Raykov and Marcoulides 2008).  
Table 7.1: Item reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) 
Construct Item 
Construct reliability  
(if item deleted) 
Construct  
reliability 
BS1 .942 
BS2 .941 
BS3 .941 
BS4 .943 
BS5 .941 
BS6 .941 
BS7 .938 
BS8 .939 
BS9 .938 
BS10 .940 
Business strategy 
BS11 .943 
.946 
IPT1 .826 
IPT2 .833 
IPT3 .824 
IPT4 .818 
IPT5 .925 
IPT6 .822 
Interpersonal trust 
IPT7 .827 
.863 
IOT1 .589 
IOT2 .600 
IOT3 .587 
IOT4 .898 
Interorganisational 
trust 
IOT5 .615 
.725 
AC1 .887 
AC2 .907 
AC3 .896 
Affective 
commitment 
AC4 .885 
.913 
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AC5 .890 
BC1 .901 
BC2 .888 
BC3 .886 
BC4 .895 
Behavioural 
commitment 
BC5 .896 
.913 
Coop1 .853 
Coop2 .851 
Coop3 .850 
Coop4 .929 
Coop5 .854 
Coop6 .855 
Coop7 .850 
Cooperation 
Coop8 .858 
.879 
Inf1 .845 
Inf2 .843 
Inf3 .842 
Inf4 .843 
Inf5 .848 
Inf6 .858 
Inf7 .936 
Information sharing 
Inf8 .853 
.876 
RSI1 .895 
RSI2 .893 
RSI3 .902 
RSI4 .902 
RSI5 .905 
Relationship specific 
investment 
RSI6 .891 
914 
RP1 .919 
RP2 .906 
RP3 .904 
RP4 .907 
RP5 .908 
RP6 .906 
Relationship 
performance 
RP7 .910 
.921 
FOP1 .848 
FOP2 .846 
Firm overall 
performance 
FOP3 .884 
902 
ME1 .896 
ME2 .882 
Marketing 
effectiveness 
ME3 .888 
.923 
CS1 .899 
CS2 .888 
CS3 .889 
Customer 
satisfaction 
CS4 .898 
.918 
Dep1 .831 
Dep2 .819 
Dep3 .829 
Dep4 .826 
Dep5 .817 
Dep6 .814 
Dependency 
Dep7 .905 
.858 
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As presented in Table 7.1, a total number of <ive items should be excluded. 
These are IPT5, IOT4, Coop4, Inf7, and Dep7. The exclusion of each of these 
candidates can considerably increase the overall reliability of the relevant 
construct. For instance, while the reliability of interpersonal trust is .863, the 
exclusion of IPT5 can enhance this construct’s reliability to .925. Hence, these 
five items were permanently removed from the item pool.  
7.5.2. Exploratory factor analysis  
Following the reliability test, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used to 
identify cross-loading items. The literature suggests that in order to perform a 
reliable EFA test, the sample size should be proportionate to the number of 
variables (Hair et al. 2006; Manly 1990; O'Rourke et al. 2005). To achieve 
reliable results, Hair et al. (2010) recommended the absolute minimum ratio of 
5 to 1 and preferably 10 to 1 for parameter estimates to observations. They 
further suggested that the sample size for a reliable EFA test should not be less 
than 50 observations in any case. The re<ined measurement model of this study 
has a total of 74 items. Given that the sample data for this study consisted of a 
total of 658 observations, the EFA test can provide reliable results.  
Following this approach and using principal component analysis and oblique 
rotation, a total of 13 factors were extracted. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure 
of sampling adequacy was .967 and the Bartlett’s test of Sphericity produced a 
significant value for chi-square (χ2 (df=2701) = 42444.7; P-value< .001). These 
results indicate that the factor analysis was appropriate. Loadings ranged from 
.514 to .938, with no signi<icant cross loadings, and all items loading on the 
expected construct (Table 7.2). In total, these latent factors explain 73.8% of the 
total variance. 
 235 
 
Table 7.2: Exploratory factor analysis (pretest) 
Component 
Construct Item 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
RP1 .788             
RP2 .708             
RP4 .656             
RP3 .620             
RP5 .591             
RP6 .587             
Relationship 
performance 
RP7 .514             
BS7  -.784            
BS9  -.760            
BS8  -.757            
BS10  -.700            
BS4  -.677            
BS5  -.668            
BS6  -.668            
BS1  -.654            
BS3  -.645            
BS2  -.635            
Business 
strategy 
BS11  -.623            
Dep5   .848           
Dep2   .843           
Dep6   .836           
Dep3   .794           
Dep4   .748           
Dependence 
Dep1   .700           
IPT3    .844          
IPT2    .812          
IPT6    .790          
IPT1    .779          
IPT4    .760          
Interpersona
l trust 
IPT7    .704          
RSI2     -.822         
RSI4     -.806         
RSI1     -.764         
RSI5     -.761         
RSI3     -.734         
Relationship 
specific 
investment 
RSI6     -.733         
Behavioural 
commitment 
BC4      -.770        
 236 
BC2      -.732        
BC3      -.706        
BC5      -.678        
BC1      -.677        
Inf4       .845       
Inf3       .810       
Inf2       .789       
Inf1       .762       
Inf5       .733       
Inf6       .688       
Information 
sharing 
Inf8       .674       
FOP1        .800      
FOP3        .799      
Firm overall 
performance 
FOP2        .774      
Coop6         .794     
Coop5         .784     
Coop8         .768     
Coop7         .755     
Coop2         .677     
Coop3         .671     
Cooperation 
Coop1         .639     
AC3          .775    
AC4          .761    
AC5          .694    
AC1          .672    
Affective 
commitment 
AC2          .663    
CS2           -.731   
CS3           -.704   
CS1           -.634   
Customer 
satisfaction 
CS4           -.624   
ME1            -.938  
ME2            -.890  
Marketing 
effectiveness 
ME3            -.858  
IOT2             -.749 
IOT1             -.721 
IOT3             -.690 
Interorganis-
ational trust 
IOT5             -.591 
Note1: Extraction method was Principal Component Analysis.  
Note2: Rotation method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
Note3: Rotation converged in 12 iterations 
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7.5.3. Con2irmatory factor analysis  
7.5.3.1. Model speci2ication 
Following the exploratory factor analysis, a confirmatory factor analysis was 
used to validate the factor model. The effective sample size 658 was deemed to 
be sufficient for this study, given that it achieved the five-to-one ratio of 
parameter estimates to observations suggested by Bentler and Chou (1987).  
Using the Maximum Likelihood (ML) method, the confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA) was carried out on the full sample (n= 658). The CFA test was performed 
using LISREL 8.80 (Jöreskog et al. 2001) by limiting each item to load onto one 
pre-identified factor (the LISREL syntax is provided in Appendix G). All 
constructs of the model were considered as reflective scales given their nature 
(Diamantopoulos and Siguaw 2006). The measurement model consisted of 13 
independent constructs. As such, a total of 78 covariances were freely 
estimated. Furthermore, the measurement model consisted of 74 items, which 
together produced 2701 covariances and 74 variances (i.e. 2775 sample 
moments). This information is suf<icient to estimate 226 parameters (i.e. 74-
13= 61 un<ixed weights; 13*(13-1)/2= 78 covariance; and 74+13= 87 
variances) in the model (df: 2775-226= 2549). Overall, these results indicate 
that the measurement model is overidentified and can be used to provide 
unique estimation results (Hair et al. 2010).  
7.5.3.2. Overall model 2it 
Maximum Likelihood (ML) was used as the estimation technique and the 
sample covariance matrix was used as the input matrix. This approach has been 
widely used in previous studies (Hair et al. 2010). The advantage of this 
technique of estimation is that it is efficient under the assumption of 
multivariate normality (Diamantopoulos and Siguaw 2000). There are several 
indices that can be used to assess the overall fit of the measurement model. Hair 
et al. (2010) argue that it is sufficient to report Comparative Fit Index (CFI), 
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), chi-square (χ2), and 
degree of freedom (df). The goodness of fit statistics for the measurement 
model were: χ2(df= 2549)= 6265.99 (n= 658) P-value< .05, CFI= .99, RMSEA= .055, 
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and the 90 percent con<idence interval for RMSEA= (.053; .056). Other <it 
statistics include Normed Fit Index (NFI)= .98, Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI)= 
.99, Incremental Fit Index (IFI)= .99, Relative Fit Index (RFI)= .98. Given that the 
acceptable threshold for CFI is .9 or higher and for RMSEA is .08 or less (Hair et 
al. 2010), these statistics indicate that the measurement model produced an 
excellent fit. Furthermore the χ2 value was expected to be significant given that 
the effective sample size was sufficiently large and the number of items in the 
measurement model was considerably more than 30 variables (Hair et al. 2010; 
Harris 2001).  
7.5.3.3. Factor loadings 
Factor loadings represent the strength of the relationship between the items 
and the latent construct onto which it was loaded. It is commonly accepted that 
standardised factor loadings should be (a) signi<icant and (b) greater than .5 
and preferably .7 or higher (Tabachnick and Fidell 2007). As such, it supports 
the convergent validity (Hair et al. 2006). The standardised factor loadings and 
their pertinent t-values are provided in Table 7.3.  
Table 7.3: Factor loadings 
Construct Items 
Item 
reliability  
λ 
t-value 
IPT1 .83 25.77 
IPT2 .77 22.87 
IPT3 .85 26.73 
IPT4 .85 26.76 
IPT6 .84 26.10 
Interpersonal trust 
IPT7 .80 24.14 
IOT1 .85 26.26 
IOT2 .80 24.16 
IOT3 .86 27.17 
Interorganisational 
trust 
 
IOT5 .81 24.52 
AC1 .87 27.72 
AC2 .74 21.67 
AC3 .79 23.83 
AC4 .85 26.78 
Affective 
commitment 
 
AC5 .86 27.21 
BC1 .78 23.34 
BC2 .85 26.42 
BC3 .87 27.57 
BC4 .81 24.59 
Behavioural 
commitment 
BC5 .81 24.56 
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Coop1 .88 28.15 
Coop2 .89 28.84 
Coop3 .88 28.31 
Coop5 .75 22.12 
Coop6 .73 21.29 
Coop7 .81 24.69 
Cooperation 
Coop8 .71 20.80 
RSI1 .85 26.58 
RSI2 .84 26.04 
RSI3 .77 22.87 
RSI4 .74 21.61 
RSI5 .73 21.22 
Relationship 
specific investment 
 
RSI6 .87 27.38 
Inf1 .86 27.42 
Inf2 .88 28.51 
Inf3 .88 28.68 
Inf4 .87 27.85 
Inf5 .81 25.08 
Inf6 .70 20.36 
Information 
sharing 
Inf8 .74 21.98 
RP1 .68 19.33 
RP2 .80 24.20 
RP3 .85 26.55 
RP4 .80 24.54 
RP5 .80 24.45 
RP6 .83 25.65 
Relationship 
performance 
RP7 .79 23.94 
FOP1 .89 28.13 
FOP2 .89 28.31 
Firm overall 
performance 
FOP3 .83 25.40 
ME1 .88 27.87 
ME2 .90 29.39 
Marketing 
effectiveness 
ME3 .90 29.35 
CS1 .85 26.39 
CS2 .87 27.55 
CS3 .87 27.66 
Customer 
satisfaction 
CS4 .85 26.58 
Dep1 .74 21.44 
Dep2 .78 23.37 
Dep3 .72 20.68 
Dep4 .78 23.07 
Dep5 .84 25.99 
 
Dependency 
Dep6 .86 26.97 
BS1 .76 22.82 
BS2 .78 23.68 
BS3 .77 23.20 
BS4 .71 20.84 
BS5 .78 23.69 
BS6 .78 23.79 
BS7 .85 26.79 
BS8 .82 25.47 
BS9 .85 26.68 
BS10 .79 23.96 
Business Strategy 
BS11 .73 21.48 
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All the standardised factor loadings are larger than the ideal threshold level of 
.7 with the exception of RP1, which is .68. Given that the factor loading for RP1 
is very close to the ideal threshold and considerably higher than the minimum 
acceptable level, it was decided to keep this item in the measurement model. 
The t-values also indicate that all the factor loadings were signi<icant at the .01 
significance level. These results support the convergent validity of the 
measurement model.  
7.5.3.4 Standardised residuals  
Standardised residuals refer to “individual difference between observed 
covariance terms and the estimated covariance terms” (Hair et al. 2010, p. 692). 
As such, smaller residuals indicate better fit for the measurement model. 
Residuals can be either positive or negative depending on whether the 
estimated covariance is under or over the corresponding observed covariance 
in the measurement model (Hair et al. 2006). The pertinent literature suggests 
that absolute residual values less than 2.58 do not indicate a problem whereas 
the presence of a lot of residuals with the absolute value of more than 4 
deserves some attention (Manly 1990; Tabachnick and Fidell 2007). However, 
existence of just a few residuals with a large value is acceptable (Hair et al. 
2010). Of 2701 standardised residuals, 98% had an absolute value of less than 
2.58 and only very few were more than 4. The largest residual was 7.45. These 
results indicate that measurement items did not produce large residuals and 
thus there was no need to remove any item.  
7.5.4 Construct validity 
Construct validity refers to “the extent to which a set of measured variables 
actually represents the theoretical latent construct those variables are designed 
to measure” (Hair et al. 2010, p. 689). In this study, four types of construct 
validity were examined namely convergent validity, discriminant validity, 
nomological validity, and face validity.  
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7.5.4.1. Convergent validity 
Convergent validity refers to the degree to which items of a given construct 
have a high proportion of variance in common (Manly 1990). Convergent 
validity in this study was assessed in three different ways. Firstly, as presented 
in Table 7.2 the results of EFA analysis indicate that each item was signi<icantly 
loaded on the expected construct without any cross loading. As such it 
supported the convergent validity of the constructs (Doney and Cannon 1997). 
Secondly, as presented in Table 7.3, the standardised factor loadings of all items 
are (a) significant and (b) considerably larger than the minimum accepted level 
of .5, hence supporting the convergent validity of the constructs (Anderson and 
Gerbing 1988b; Hair et al. 2010).  
Thirdly, following the lead of Fornell and Larcker (1981), convergent validity 
was examined by computing the average variance extracted (AVE) for each 
construct using the following formula:  
AVE= 
λi2
i=1
n
∑
λi2
i=1
n
∑ + ei
i=1
n
∑
 
where λ i  is the standardised factor loading for item i and and ei  is the error 
variance term. 
Following this approach, convergent validity is supported when the AVE of the 
corresponding construct is greater than .5 (Diamantopoulos and Siguaw 2000; 
Fornell and Larcker 1981). Table 7.4 provides the AVE for all constructs of the 
measurement model. All of the AVEs are considerably higher than the minimally 
accepted level of .5 and thus support the convergent validity.  
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Table 7.4: Average variance extracted for the constructs 
Construct AVE 
Interpersonal trust .68 
Interorganisational trust .69 
Affective commitment .68 
Behavioural commitment .68 
Cooperation .67 
Relationship specific investment .64 
Information sharing .68 
Relationship performance .63 
Firm overall performance .76 
Marketing effectiveness .80 
Customer satisfaction .74 
Dependency .62 
Business Strategy .62 
7.5.4.2. Discriminant validity  
Discriminant validity refers to the extent to which a given construct is truly 
different from other constructs (Hair et al. 2010; John and Reve 1982). 
Discriminant validity of the constructs was evaluated following two different 
approaches. First, following the procedure explained by Hair et al. (2006), 
discriminant validity is supported if the squared correlation between all pairs of 
constructs is lower than the portion of variances extracted for constructs 
(Fornell and Larcker 1981). Results indicate that AVEs are considerably higher 
than squared correlations, supporting the discriminant validity of the 
constructs (see Table 7.5).  
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Table 7.5: Construct correlations, squared correlation matrix and AVE 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Interpersonal trust .68 .76 .35 .59 .5 .57 .57 .46 .62 .42 .42 .48 .57 
2. Interorganisational trust .58 .69 .43 .68 .54 .62 .65 .47 .67 .39 .42 .46 .53 
3. Dependence .12 .18 .62 .42 .38 .34 .31 .44 .40 .22 .21 .25 .30 
4. Affective Commitment .35 .46 .18 .68 .69 .70 .61 .59 .71 .44 .47 .55 .59 
5. Behavioural commitment .25 .29 .14 .48 .68 .66 .58 .62 .62 .39 .43 .57 .53 
6. Cooperation .32 .38 .12 .49 .44 .66 .67 .57 .77 .49 .49 .58 .61 
7. Information sharing .32 .42 .10 .37 .34 .45 .68 .51 .70 .43 .46 .58 .53 
8. Relationship specific investment .21 .22 .19 .35 .38 .32 .26 .64 .61 .39 .40 .46 .54 
9. Relationship performance .38 .45 .16 .50 .38 .60 .49 .37 .63 .53 .60 .63 .70 
10. Marketing effectiveness .18 .15 .05 .19 .15 .24 .18 .15 .28 .80 .62 .59 .63 
11. Overall performance .18 .18 .04 .22 .18 .24 .21 .16 .36 .38 .76 .61 .60 
12. Customer Satisfaction .23 .21 .06 .30 .33 .34 .34 .21 .40 .35 .37 .74 .65 
13. Business strategy .32 .28 .09 .35 .28 .37 .28 .29 .49 .40 .36 .42 .62 
Note1: Bold numbers on the diagonal show the AVE  
Note2: Upper diagonal represent correlation  
Note3: All correlations are signi<icant at .01 p-value 
Note4: Lower diagonal represent squared correlation 
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Although AVEs were considerably greater than any squared correlation, three 
pairs had the squared correlation above .5, which indicates that these pairs are 
highly correlated. These pairs are: (1) interpersonal trust and inter-
organisational trust; (2) affective commitment and relationship performance; 
and (3), Cooperation and relationship performance. For these pairs 
discriminant validity was re-examined using another approach advocated by 
Anderson (1987) and Bagozzi and Phillips (1982).  
Following this approach, a two-factor CFA model for each of these pairs was 
performed twice: Once the f coefficient was set to be free and once it was set to 
unity. Consequently a χ2-difference test on the paired nested models (Anderson 
and Gerbing 1988a) indicated that the critical value (Δχ2(df=1)= 3.84) was 
exceeded in all cases. For the first pair, the Δχ2(df=1)= 16.3, for the second pair, 
the Δχ2(df=1)= 24.3, and for the third pair, the Δχ2(df=1)= 23.7. Since in all pairs the 
Δχ2(df=1) was more than 3.84, which is the minimum acceptable point for Chi 
square with one degree of freedom at p< .01, this result indicates further 
evidence for the discriminant validity of these constructs (Hair et al. 2006).  
7.5.4.3. Nomological validity 
Nomological validity examines whether the correlations between the constructs 
in the measurement theory make sense (Hair et al. 2010). Nomological validity 
can be examined by testing the relationship of a construct against other 
constructs in the model (Steenkamp and Van Trijp 1991). For this study, 
nomological validity is supported as constructs of the measurement model are 
significantly correlated to each other. For instance, according to the trust-
commitment theory (Morgan and Hunt 1994), trust is theoretically related to 
commitment. In this study, the constructs on interpersonal trust as well as 
interorganisational trust have strong significant correlation with constructs 
such as affective commitment and behavioural commitment (see Table 7.5). 
Similarly, the positive and significant relationship between interpersonal trust 
and trust placed in the organisation level is consistent with the findings of 
Zaheer et al. (1998). These <indings provide empirical support for the 
nomological validity. 
 245 
7.5.4.4. Face validity 
Face validity examines the extent to which the content of the items is consistent 
with the definition of the corresponding construct (Hair et al. 2010). Anastasi 
(1986) argued that the validation process should start as early as formulation of 
the construct definition. However, this validation is solely based on the 
researcher’s judgement (Hair et al. 2010). For this study, face validity was 
assessed by pretesting the survey with a number of PhD and full time MBA 
students as well as with a sample of 195 international executive MBA students; 
all from Manchester Business School. This feedback resulted in few minor 
modifications to the wordings of the items.  
7.5.5. Composite reliability 
Broadly, reliability is concerned with identifying “the proportion of (item) 
variance attributable to the true score of the latent variable” (DeVellis 2003, p. 
27). Construct reliability refers to the internal consistency of the items 
representing a construct (Manly 1990). Computation of Cronbach’s alpha is the 
most common approach used to examine construct reliability. This study 
adopted this approach in purifying the measurement items (see Table 7.1). 
After item purification, this study followed the procedure suggested by Fornell 
and Larcker (1981) to calculate the composite reliability of each construct as an 
alternative approach in testing construct reliability. The composite reliability of 
each construct was calculated using the following formula:  
Composite Reliability (CR)= 
λi
i=1
n
∑
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where λ i  denotes the standardised factor loading for item i and e i  is the error 
variance term. 
Table 7.6 provides the composite reliability estimates for all constructs. 
Composite reliability is supported if the reliability estimate is .7 or higher 
(Gerbing and Anderson 1988). The reliability estimates for all constructs are 
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considerably higher than the minimally accepted threshold, supporting their 
composite reliability.  
Table 7.6: Composite reliability of the constructs 
Construct CR 
Interpersonal trust .93 
Interorganisational trust .90 
Affective commitment .91 
Behavioural commitment .91 
Cooperation .93 
Relationship specific investment .91 
Information sharing .94 
Relationship performance .92 
Firm overall performance .90 
Marketing effectiveness .92 
Customer satisfaction .92 
Dependency .91 
Business Strategy .95 
7.5.6. Firm performance as a higher-order model 
Following the recent literature on configuration theory (e.g. Katsikeas et al. 
2006; Vorhies and Morgan 2005), firm performance in this study was 
conceptualised as a higher-order construct, which reflects overall firm 
performance, marketing effectiveness, and customer satisfaction. Initially, to 
examine the factor structure, an EFA test was applied to the items representing 
these three constructs. The pattern matrix (see Table 7.7) indicates that all 
measurement items were loaded on their expected constructs. The three-factor 
solution accounts for 83.4% of the total variance. The variance extracted for 
each item (i.e. communalities) ranged from .784 to .865. This result suggests 
that these three factors can explain the measurement items well.  
 247 
Following this, a second-order factor model was tested to further confirm that 
firm performance is a second-order reflective construct described by firm 
overall performance, marketing effectiveness and customer satisfaction. The 
goodness of fit statistics for the measurement model were: χ2(df=32)= 170.0 (n= 
658) P-value< .05, CFI= .98, RMSEA= .07. Other fit statistics include NFI= .97, 
IFI= .98, RFI= .96, and GFI= .96. 
Table 7.7: EFA for the components of <irm performance 
Components 
Construct Items 
1 2 3 
ME1 .960   
ME2 .920   
Marketing 
effectiveness 
ME3 .886   
FOP1  .918  
FOP2  .905  
Firm overall 
performance 
FOP3  .899  
CS1   -.858 
CS2   -.967 
CS3   -.883 
Customer 
satisfaction 
CS4   -.834 
Note1: Extraction method was Principal Component Analysis.  
Note2: Rotation method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
Note3: Rotation converged in 8 iterations 
As illustrated in Figure 7.1, the standardised factor loadings between the <irst-
order and the second-order factors are signi<icant at signi<icance level of .01 
with their values greater than .7 (<irm overall performance: .80, marketing 
effectiveness: .78, and customer satisfaction: .77). Furthermore, all of the <irst-
order factor loadings are significant at the same significance level and their 
standardised loadings are considerably greater than the ideal acceptable level 
of .7. The standardised residuals both for the first-order factors and their 
corresponding items are smaller than the accepted level of .5.  
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Figure 7.1: Second-order factor model for firm performance 
 
7.5.7. Validity and reliability of the RAS 
Results of two alternative statistical analyses (i.e. ANOVA test and multinomial 
logistic regression analysis) using the pretest data are presented in Chapter 5, 
Section 5.5.2.3. It has to be mentioned that comparing the results of these tests 
with the final sample data corroborated the findings of this pretest and thus for 
parsimony reasons, these tests will not be repeated in this section. 
7.6. Examining Con2iguration Model 1 
As presented in Figure 4.4, the <irst con<iguration model of this study focuses on 
the coalignment of seven characteristics of business relationships (i.e. 
interpersonal trust, interorganisational trust, affective commitment, 
behavioural commitment, cooperation, information sharing and relationship 
specific investments) vis-à-vis business strategy type. This configuration model 
is tested through operationalising ‘fit’ from four different perspectives namely 
fit as profile deviation, moderation, mediation, and covariation. For each of 
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these fit operationalisations, a unique hypothesis was developed in Chapter 4. 
These hypotheses are tested in the following sections. 
7.6.1. Testing the pro2ile deviation hypothesis 
This hypothesis was tested following an approach which has been applied in 
previous studies (e.g. Vorhies and Morgan 2005; Vorhies and Morgan 2003). In 
the first step, the sample data was split into three groups based on the self-
reported business strategy type. This comprised prospectors (n= 210), 
analysers (n= 256), and defenders (n= 192). In the second step, the ideal pro<ile 
was separately identified for each group. These ideal types were used as the 
benchmark against which other firms that reported the same business strategy 
type were assessed (Doty et al. 1993). This procedure for driving the ideal 
profiles is explained in the following section. 
7.6.1.1. Identifying ideal pro2ile 
The ideal profile for each group was identified from two different but 
complementary perspectives (i.e. qualitative and quantitative). First, the 
qualitative approach was based on the suggestion that “the best approach for 
defining ideal profiles for theories that develop a priori ideal type is the method of 
theoretical specification which relies on ratings by experts who are very familiar 
with the descriptions of the ideal types provided by the original theorist” (Doty et 
al. 1993, p. 1212). Consistent with the work of Doty et al (1993), the ideal 
profiles involving the seven relationship characteristics for each business 
strategy type were obtained from the ‘original experts’ (i.e. Professor Raymond 
E. Miles and Professor Charles C. Snow) (the official requesting letter and the 
utilised questionnaire is provided in appendix H). Table 7.8 illustrates the 
aggregate results of the qualitative ideal profiles developed by these experts.  
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Table 7.8: Qualitative ideal pro<ile (Con<iguration Model 1) 
Relationship characteristic Prospectors Analysers Defenders 
Interpersonal trust 6 6 6 
Interorganisational trust 6 6 6 
Affective commitment 6 7 6 
Behavioural commitment 6 7 6 
Cooperation 6 7 4 
Information sharing 6 7 6 
Relationship specific investment 6 7 4 
Second, the quantitative approach followed the recent studies in configuration 
theory (Vorhies and Morgan 2005; Vorhies and Morgan 2003). Since the 
pertinent literature was not sufficiently detailed to enable precise numerical 
scores to be estimated for each of the seven relationship characteristics, the 
ideal profiles was derived from the empirical data. This approach is commonly 
used in the configuration literature (Gresov 1989; Hult et al. 2006; Ketchen et 
al. 1993; Vorhies and Morgan 2003).  
The common method for deriving an ideal profile using this approach is to 
identify high performers within each group. However, there are different 
approaches for doing so. Venkatraman (1990) suggests taking the top 15% of 
firms by performance in each strategy type. Vorhies and Morgan (2003) applied 
a more accurate approach by using a scree plot of the performance to identify 
the drop-off point (elbow) for the performance distribution. This approach is 
also advocated by other researchers (e.g. Hughes and Morgan 2008). Olson et al. 
(2005) used the top third of firms in each strategic group (based on 
performance) to develop their ideal profile and Vorhies and Morgan (2005) 
selected only one firm by strategy type as the benchmark to build up ideal 
profiles. Initially in this study, the mean scores of relationship performance and 
firm performance were calculated for each strategic business unit in the 
dataset. Next, the quantitative ideal pro<ile in this study (see Table 7.9) was 
developed by using the scree plot of relationship performance (for testing H1a) 
and firm performance (for testing H1b) of the strategic business units in the 
dataset whilst ensuring that this approach did not exceed the ‘top-third limit’ 
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suggested by Olson et al. (2005). As for the relationship performance, results of 
the scree plot indicated that within each group, approximately less than 10% of 
strategic business units were consistently scored 7 on the scale of one to seven. 
Therefore, these strategic business units were referred to as top performers in 
terms of relationship performance.  
This procedure was repeated to identify top performers in terms of firm 
performance. For all the three strategic groups, the cut-off point of 6.7 on the 
scale of one to seven was identified as a drop-off in firm performance on the 
scree plot. Following this approach, the number of highest performers in terms 
of relationship performance and firm performance are respectively: 
Prospector= 20/18 (9.5%/8.6%); Analysers= 15/18 (5.9%/7.0%); and 
Defenders= 13/13 (8.0%/8.0%). Therefore the effective sample size for testing 
hypotheses H1a and H1b are: Prospectors= 190/192; Analysers= 241/238; and 
Defenders= 179/179.  
Table 7.9: Empirically derived ideal pro<iles (Con<iguration Model 1) 
Relationship performance  Firm performance 
Relationship characteristic 
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Interpersonal trust 6.32 6.48 6.32 6.09  6.20 6.38 6.35 5.73 
Interorganisational trust 6.47 6.45 6.52 6.44  6.22 6.22 6.24 6.19 
Affective commitment 6.52 6.50 6.80 6.23  6.65 6.52 6.78 6.65 
Behavioural commitment 6.60 6.49 6.63 6.74  6.54 6.69 6.57 6.31 
Cooperation 6.64 6.58 6.75 6.59  6.38 6.23 6.54 6.35 
Information sharing 6.32 6.07 6.41 6.59  6.38 6.10 6.44 6.67 
Relationship specific 
investment 
6.13 5.97 6.42 6.03  5.94 5.88 6.32 5.50 
Relationship performance 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0  6.43 6.16 6.60 6.58 
Firm performance 6.30 6.09 6.43 6.48  6.83 6.86 6.84 6.79 
Cut-off score for ideal type 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0  6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7 
Number of top-performers 48 20 15 13  49 18 18 13 
Dependence 5.44 5.51 5.54 5.22  5.48 5.41 5.73 5.23 
Company age 34.0 43.9 17.6 37.6  33.7 42.1 30.8 26.1 
Relationship age 12.3 13.5 10.0 12.8  13.1 17.7 11.6 8.8 
Number of employee  2.54 2.60 2.07 3  2.49 2.89 2.06 2.54 
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The mean scores of the top performers in terms of relationship performance 
and firm performance were calculated for each strategy type on each of the 
seven relationship characteristic variables to form the ideal profile.  
7.6.1.2. Computing the mis2it 
After identifying the ideal profiles, the distance of the remaining strategic 
business units from the ideal for their strategy was calculated by subtracting 
the mean value of each relationship characteristic from the ideal. The pertinent 
literature suggests calculating the Euclidean distance (Venkatraman 1989) 
using the following formula: 
Misfit = Xsj − X ij( )2
j =1
n
∑ , 
where Xsj is the score for a strategic business unit on the jth relationship 
characteristic, X ij  is the mean for the ideal strategic business unit profile along 
the jth relationship characteristic, and j= 1 to n= 7 are the jth relationship’s 
characteristics. This calculation provides the profile deviation scores or extent 
of misfit between the relationship characteristics of ideal strategic business 
units and the remaining strategic business units for each case in the dataset. 
Each score represents a particular strategic business unit’s distance from the 
ideal profile for a particular strategy type. This method of calculating misfit is 
widely used in the configuration-based research (e.g. Hughes and Morgan 2008; 
Hult et al. 2006; Vorhies and Morgan 2005; Vorhies and Morgan 2003).  
As a collective set, the profile deviation scores for all cases within a strategy 
type were regressed on the summated relationship performance as well as the 
summated firm performance to test for H1a and H1b respectively. Both of these 
hypotheses would be supported if the results of the regression models indicate 
that the deviation from the ideal profile (i.e. distance) is negatively and 
significantly related to the relationship performance and firm performance for 
each of the strategy types.  
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7.6.1.3. Validating assumptions 
Prior to testing the hypotheses and in line with common configuration studies 
(e.g. Hult et al. 2006; Vorhies and Morgan 2005; Vorhies and Morgan 2003), it 
was important to validate three fundamental assumptions regarding the 
strategic type conceptualisation.  
The first assumption is related to the conceptualisation that the seven 
relationship characteristics should be examined as an integrated set instead of 
modelled independently and directly on performance variables. This is because 
the relationship characteristics are not independent of each other, and valuable 
interdependencies may exist between them. To verify this assumption, this 
study followed the approach of Vorhies and Morgan (2005) and performed a 
reflective higher-order analysis by way of a structural equation model using 
LISREL 8.80 (Jöreskog et al. 2001), wherein the seven relationship 
characteristic constructs were set as first-order indicators of a second-order 
construct which was labelled ‘relationship characteristic interdependence’ (see 
Figure 7.2). This higher-order construct therefore captured the covariance 
between the seven relationship characteristics. This higher-order construct was 
then linked to the performance constructs (i.e. relationship performance and 
firm performance). Model fit indicators show χ2(df=1527)= 4357.1 (p< .001); CFI= 
.912; RMSEA= .053. The results of this analysis indicate that the higher-order 
factor is strongly, positively and significantly related to both relationship 
performance (parameter estimate: β= .880, p< .001) and <irm performance (β= 
.797, p< .001).  
Furthermore, the indirect paths linking the relationship characteristics with 
both performance constructs via the higher-order factor are considerably 
stronger than the direct paths from the relationship characteristics to the 
performance constructs. While the beta coefficients for the indirect paths 
consist of interpersonal trust= .727; interorganisational trust= .781; affective 
commitment= .830; behavioural commitment= .757; relationship speci<ic 
investment= .683; cooperation= .844; and information sharing= .784 (with all 
p< .001), those of the direct paths range between -.105 and .343, with only ten 
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paths being signi<icant (p< .05) for both relationship performance and <irm 
performance (see Figure 7.3).  
Figure 7.2: SEM model (second-order model) 
 
Figure 7.3: SEM model (direct model) 
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These findings are in line with previous studies on benchmarking (e.g. Hult et al. 
2006; Vorhies and Morgan 2005) and indicate that in designing benchmarking 
activities for business relationships, the seven characteristics of business 
relationships should be considered as an interdependent constellation, in line 
with the Gestalt assumption of configuration theory. 
The second assumption associated with configuration theory relates to the 
concept of equifinality. This concept posits that firm performance is not 
dependent on a particular strategy being selected, but on how well the chosen 
strategy is implemented (Olson et al. 2005). As such it implies that every viable 
strategy can theoretically yield superior performance (Gresov and Drazin 1997; 
Slater and Narver 1993). To verify this assumption, two ANOVAs were carried 
out to understand whether performance variations between cases in the 
dataset are not associated with strategic choice (one for relationship 
performance and one for firm performance). Results of these tests indicate that 
there is no significant difference in relationship performance and firm 
performance of strategic business units with different strategic types (F(1)= 
1.361 and F(2)= .929), thus equi<inality is present in the dataset.  
Finally, another assumption was tested that the internal consistency of business 
relationships is more coherent when the relative emphasis on different 
relationship characteristics matches those of the ideal types for a given 
strategic type. The main underlying assumption in configuration theory 
suggests that distinguishing between configurations (i.e. patterns in alternative 
business strategies) as part of the analysis increases the variance explained 
(Meyer et al. 1993). As such, I calculated two different sets of deviation scores, 
i.e. ’within strategic type’ and ‘across strategic type’. Deviation scores for within 
strategic type are calculated based on the ideal profile that was derived from 
cases of the same strategic type, whereas the deviation scores for across 
strategic type are computed based on the ideal profile that was derived from all 
cases, i.e. regardless of their strategic type (Vorhies and Morgan 2003). Given 
that ideal profiles could be formed based upon both relationship performance 
(IPRP) and firm performance (IPFP), the entire analysis was carried out twice. 
This comprises four sets of regression analyses: (1) across deviation scores 
 256 
from IPRP on relationship performance; (2) within deviation scores from IPRP on 
relationship performance; (3) across deviation scores from IPFP on firm 
performance; and (4) within deviation scores from IPFP on firm performance.  
Results of these regression models (see Table 7.10) indicate that in both 
scenarios the ‘within strategic type’ regression model produced larger 
explanatory powers (Chow 1960) and greater beta coefficients (Cohen 2003) 
than the ‘across strategic type’ model; ‘within strategy type’ model for 
relationship performance (see Table 7.10, column 1): R2= .548, β= -.719, and for 
<irm performance (see Table 7.10, column 3): R2= .366, β= -.618) compared to 
‘across strategy type’ model for relationship performance (see Table 7.10 
column 2): R2= .416, β= -.558 and for <irm performance (see Table 7.10, column 
4): R2= .264, β= -.510). All models are highly signi<icant at a .01 signi<icance 
level. This indicates that analyzing the deviation of business relationship 
characteristics from ideal profiles of the same strategic type can better predict 
performance outcomes (Venkatraman 1990). Therefore, in calibrating ideal 
profiles, firms benefit considerably from benchmarking against companies of 
the same strategic group rather than benchmark against firms irrespective of 
their strategy type. 
Table 7.10: Regression models using within and across business strategy type ideal profiles 
(Con<iguration Model 1) 
 Dependent Variable 
 Relationship performance  Firm performance 
Independent 
Variables 
(1) 
Within 
strategic model 
(2) 
Across 
strategic model 
 
(3) 
Within 
strategic model 
(4) 
Across 
strategic model 
All SBUs      
Profile deviation -.719** -.558**  -.618** -.510** 
Firm Size -.037 -.057  -.035 -.028 
Firm Age .025 .074  .062 .056 
Portfolio Age .024 .014  -.015 -.017 
Dependency .047 .148  -.037 .010 
R2 .548 .416  .366 .264 
F-Value 146.583** 85.956**  69.494** 43.251** 
* P < .05  
** P < .01 
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7.6.1.4. Results for hypothesis H1a and H1b 
Given that the third validation test suggested that calibrating ideal business 
relationship profiles within strategic-type groups produces stronger deviation 
term coefficients as well as larger explanatory power in the regression models, 
the two hypotheses (i.e. H1a and H1b) were tested using the ideal profiles, which 
were independently derived from each strategic groups. Thus three regression 
models were performed to test the association between misfit and relationship 
performance (i.e. H1a) for the three strategic groups (i.e. prospectors, analysers, 
and defenders). The entire analysis was then repeated for the firm performance 
to test H1b.  
Table 7.11 provides the regression results for testing hypotheses H1a and H1b, 
which predict that the more similar the configuration of business relationship 
characteristics are for a strategic business unit to those of the ideal for its given 
business strategy, the greater is its relationship performance and its firm 
performance respectively. The relationship performance regression models 
(see Table 7.11, column 1) produced signi<icant and negative coef<icients for 
deviation from the IPRP for prospectors (β= -.706), analysers (β= -.738), and 
defenders (β= -.685), all signi<icant at p< .01 level (note that the negative 
coefficient is expected as higher deviation implies less fit, and consequently less 
performance). These results indicate that within each of the three strategic 
types, strategic business units can significantly improve their relationship 
performance through leveraging their organizational relationship 
characteristics in ways that are more congruent with those of ideal companies 
in that strategy type, thus providing support for H1a. 
The <irm performance regression models (see Table 7.11, column 2) provide 
support for H1b. For each given strategic type, the profile deviation has negative 
and significant beta coefficients, though their explanatory power is slightly 
lower than for the relationship performance regression models (β= -.675, -.635, 
and -.538 for prospectors, analysers, and defenders, respectively). These results 
clearly indicate that the smaller the gap between the relationship characteristic 
profile of a firm and that of the ideal one for its business strategic type, the 
greater the performance of the strategic business unit.  
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Table 7.11: Regression results for testing hypotheses H1a and H1b 
 Dependent variable 
 Relationship performance   Firm performance 
Independent Variables 
(1) 
Ideal profile  
(Original models) 
 
(2) 
Ideal profile  
(Original models) 
Prospectors 
   
    Profile deviation -.706**  -.675** 
    Firm Size -.057  -.027 
    Firm Age .082  .110 
    Portfolio Age .098  .048 
    Dependency .048  -.107 
    R2 .535  .412 
    F-Value 42.409**  26.103 ** 
Analysers 
   
    Profile deviation -.738**  -.635** 
    Firm Size -.081  -.048 
    Firm Age .087  .029 
    Portfolio Age -.006  -.096 
    Dependency .049  -.047 
    R2 .593  .382 
    F-Value 68.347**  28.734** 
Defenders    
    Profile deviation -.685**  -.583** 
    Firm Size -.050  -.058 
    Firm Age .014  .086 
    Portfolio Age -.063  .036 
    Dependency .051  .007 
    R2 .513  .357 
    F-Value 36.456**   19.199** 
* P < .05  
** P < .01 
For all aforementioned models, the variance inflation factors (VIF) were lower 
than 1.55, indicating that multicollinearity is not expected to be a problem in 
these analyses (Mason and Perreault 1991). All of these regression models were 
also controlled for firm size, firm age (indicated by the natural logarithm of the 
number of years of the company existing in the market), portfolio age (indicated 
by the natural logarithm of the length of business relationship portfolio age), 
and dependency. 
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7.6.1.5. Robustness test for Con2iguration Model 1 
To assess the robustness of the results involving hypotheses H1a and H1b, four 
additional tests were performed for the first configuration model. These are the 
qualitative-based ideal profile, the non-ideal test, the weighted regression test, 
and the single versus multiple case test. Each of these tests is explained and the 
results are provided in the following sections.  
7.6.1.5.1. Qualitative-based ideal test 
To examine the first configuration model rigorously with sound theoretical 
rationale, hypotheses H1a and H1b were also assessed with the ideal profile that 
was derived theoretically (see Table 7.8). Following this approach, deviation 
scores were calculated for each case in the dataset. Each score represents a 
particular case’s distance from the qualitatively derived ideal profile for a 
particular business strategy type. Consequently, these scores for those cases 
within each strategy group were regressed on relationship performance and 
firm performance. Results of these regression models are provided in Table 
7.12.  
For the relationship performance, results indicate that when comparing these 
models against the original models, the R2 of the qualitative-based ideal model 
for prospectors decreased slightly, for analysers marginally increased, and for 
defenders considerably decreased (see Table 7.12, column 1 vs Table 7.11 
column 1: for prospectors R2Qualitative= .346 vs R2Original= .535; for analysers 
R2Qualitative= .621 vs R2Original= .593; and for defenders R2Qualittive= .231 vs R2Original= 
.513). 
This pattern was also repeated for the models in which firm performance was 
the dependent variable (see Table 7.12 column 2 vs Table 7.11 column 1). Since 
all qualitative-based ideal profile models produced significant and negative beta 
coefficients, it gives further confidence to the findings of the original models.  
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Table 7.12: Regression results for qualitative-based ideal test (Configuration Model 1) 
 Dependent variable 
 Relationship performance   Firm performance 
Independent Variables 
(1) 
Qualitative-based ideal 
profile models 
 
(2) 
Qualitative-based ideal 
profile models 
Prospectors 
   
    Profile deviation -.537**  -.581** 
    Firm Size -.045  -.012 
    Firm Age .075  .031 
    Portfolio Age .075  .088 
    Dependency .125*  -.035 
    R2 .346  .325 
    F-Value 21.577**  19.600** 
Analysers 
   
    Profile deviation -.751**  -.650** 
    Firm Size -.066  -.070 
    Firm Age .045  .033 
    Portfolio Age .012  -.085 
    Dependency .076  -.017 
    R2 .621  .420 
    F-Value 82.065**  36.219** 
Defenders    
    Profile deviation -.466**  -.351** 
    Firm Size .030  -.021 
    Firm Age .043  .083 
    Portfolio Age -.054  .010 
    Dependency .029  .136 
    R2 .231  .182 
    F-Value 11.156**  8.261** 
* P < .05  
** P < .01 
7.6.1.5.2. Non-ideal test 
Following Venkatraman’s (1989) approach, a set of ‘non-ideal’ models were 
examined, where a group of non-ideal performers (those strategic business 
units that did not score high on the performance scale) were selected from each 
strategy group to form the ‘non-ideal benchmark’ model used to produce profile 
deviation scores. Note that the number of non-ideal cases was equal to the 
number in each ideal profile. Following this, a number of identical regression 
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models were performed for the deviation from these non-ideal profiles for each 
given strategic type on each of the performance constructs.  
The low R2 (ranging between .052 and .185) and insigni<icant coef<icients for 
profile deviation in the randomly selected non-ideal profile regressions (see 
Table 7.13, columns 1 and 2) provide additional support for the robustness of 
the profile deviation results (e.g. Hult et al. 2006; Venkatraman and Prescott 
1990; Vorhies and Morgan 2005). 
Table 7.13: Regression results for non-ideal test (Con<iguration Model 1) 
 Dependent variable 
 Relationship performance   Firm performance 
Independent Variables 
(1) 
Non-ideal profile models 
 
(2) 
Non-ideal profile models 
Prospectors 
   
    Profile deviation .120  .139 
    Firm Size -.120  -.114 
    Firm Age .047  .043 
    Portfolio Age .103  .099 
    Dependency .120  .117 
    R2 .052  .057 
    F-Value 2.047  2.238 
Analysers 
   
    Profile deviation .136  -.048 
    Firm Size -.061  .002 
    Firm Age .048  .090 
    Portfolio Age .001  -.128 
    Dependency .422**  .267** 
    R2 .185  .096 
    F-Value 10.659**  4.947** 
Defenders    
    Profile deviation .019  .120 
    Firm Size -.026  -.033 
    Firm Age .044  .056 
    Portfolio Age -.34  -.042 
    Dependency .239**  .217** 
    R2 .057  .070 
    F-Value 2.072   2.603* 
* P < .05  
** P < .01 
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7.6.1.5.3. Weighted regression test 
Following the approach of Vorhies and Morgan (2005), I compared the results 
involving hypothesis H1a and H1b with two weighted regression models. For 
these alternative models, the deviation of each relationship characteristic from 
that of the ideal for the given strategic type was weighted by its contribution to 
explain the business relationship characteristic interdependence, using the 
following formula:  
Misfit= β* X sj − X ij( )2
j =1
n
∑ , 
where β is calculated from the SEM results of the higher-order construct 
analysis presented earlier in Section 7.6.1.3 (see Figure 7.2) (Venkatraman and 
Prescott 1990; Vorhies and Morgan 2005). Results of these weighted regression 
models are provided in Table 7.14.  
As illustrated in this table, although the weighted regression models produced 
significant and negative beta coefficient results and as such supported H1a and 
H1b, these weighted models performed no better than the original models that 
were discussed in Section 7.6.1.4. Comparing the original results provided in 
column 1 of Table 7.11 with column1 of Table 7.14 for the relationship 
performance-based ideal profile indicates that the profile deviation results 
obtained using the simple averages are robust.  
The same results were obtained for the firm performance regression models. 
Therefore, the effect of treating each of the seven relationship characteristics as 
equally important vis-à-vis the model in which the relative importance of each 
relationship characteristic is incorporated is negligible. 
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Table 7.14: Weighted regression results for testing H1a and H1b 
 Dependent variable 
 Relationship performance   Firm performance 
Independent Variables 
(1) 
Ideal profile models 
(Weighted) 
 
(2) 
Ideal profile models 
(Weighted) 
Prospectors 
   
    Profile deviation -.701**  -.662** 
    Firm Size -.060  -.012 
    Firm Age .083  .057 
    Portfolio Age .095  .068 
    Dependency .045  -.058 
    R2 .528  .404 
    F-Value 41.090**  25.23** 
Analysers 
   
    Profile deviation -.729**  -.631** 
    Firm Size -.083  -.047 
    Firm Age .085  .032 
    Portfolio Age -.006  -.098 
    Dependency .060  -.041 
    R2 .584  .381 
    F-Value 66.071**  28.611** 
Defenders    
    Profile deviation -.663**  -.534** 
    Firm Size -.049  -.054 
    Firm Age .000  .080 
    Portfolio Age -.051  .046 
    Dependency .087  .037 
    R2 .508  .318 
    F-Value 35.710***   16.162** 
* P < .05  
** P < .01 
7.6.1.5.4. Single-versus-multiple case test 
Next, the impact of forming ideal profiles from single versus multiple 
benchmark cases was examined. A single benchmark case was identified (i.e. 
the best performer) for each strategy type group following the approach of 
Vorhies and Morgan (2005). The single benchmark case for each strategy type 
should have superior relationship performance and firm performance. In 
addition, the best performer case should also report the highest relationship 
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quality and relationship satisfaction (control variables). Using these criteria 
resulted in identification of one single strategic business unit as the primary 
benchmark site for each of the three business strategy types.  
Table 7.15 summarises the ideal pro<ile of single benchmark firms for each 
strategy type.  
Table 7.15: Single-case ideal pro<iles (Con<iguration Model 1) 
Relationship characteristic Prospectors Analysers Defenders 
Interpersonal trust 6.33 5.33 6.09 
Interorganisational trust 7.0 7.0 6.44 
Affective commitment 7.0 7.0 6.23 
Behavioural commitment 6.80 7.0 6.74 
Cooperation 7.0 7.0 6.59 
Information sharing 6.86 7.0 6.59 
Relationship specific investment 6.67 7.0 6.03 
Relationship performance 7.0 7.0 7 
Firm performance 7.0 7.0 6.48 
Relationship quality 6.0 7.0 6.0 
Relationship satisfaction 6.0 7.0 7 
Turnover 4 4 3 
Dependence 5.50 7.0 5.22 
Company age 70 50 37.62 
Relationship age 20 10 12.77 
Number of employee  2 1 3 
Following this, a number of single-firm ideal relationship performance 
regression models, as well as single-firm ideal firm performance regression 
models, were performed, for each of the three strategic types. Results of these 
regression models are provided in Table 7.16. 
When comparing these models against the original multiple benchmark 
company models (comparing Table 7.11 and Table 7.16), the single-firm 
benchmark models for relationship performance improved slightly in terms of 
R2 (see Table 7.11, column 1 vs Table 7.16, column 1: R2Original= .535 vs R2Single 
benchmark= .546 for prospectors; R2Original= .593 vs R2Single benchmark= .607 for 
analysers; and R2Original= .513 vs R2Single benchmark= .556 for defenders). 
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In terms of firm performance, the single benchmark models also improved 
marginally in terms of R2 (compare Table 7.11, column 2 vs Table 7.16, column 
2). Thus, using single-firm ideal profile derivation shows only marginally 
improved results compared to multiple-firm ideal profile approaches. These 
results are also in line with the <indings of Vorhies and Morgan (2005).  
Overall, the results of these four different robustness tests strongly support the 
first hypothesis. A more comprehensive discusson of these findings is provided 
in Section 8.2.1.4 of Chapter 8.  
Table 7.16: Single benchmark regression results for testing H1a and H1b 
 Dependent variable 
 Relationship performance   Firm performance 
Independent Variables 
(1) 
Ideal profile models 
(Single benchmark) 
 
(2) 
Ideal profile models 
(Single benchmark) 
Prospectors 
   
    Profile deviation -.718**  -.683** 
    Firm Size -.061  -.051 
    Firm Age .064  .118 
    Portfolio Age .073  .037 
    Dependency .039  -.096 
    R2 .546  .445 
    F-Value 48.739**  32.521** 
Analysers 
   
    Profile deviation -.743**  -.652** 
    Firm Size -.069  -.076 
    Firm Age .066  .051 
    Portfolio Age .008  -.089 
    Dependency .076  -.020 
    R2 .607  .421 
    F-Value 77.122**  36.295** 
Defenders    
    Profile deviation -.738**  -.643** 
    Firm Size .006  -.029 
    Firm Age .022  .058 
    Portfolio Age -.059  .009 
    Dependency .011  -.035 
    R2 .556  .399 
    F-Value 46.406***   24.589** 
* P < .05  
** P < .01 
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7.6.2. Testing the moderation hypothesis 
Testing of the moderating effect was conducted following Venkatraman’s 
(1989) recommendations, using moderated regression analysis. In this 
approach, the moderation hypothesis (i.e. H2) is supported if the 
unstandardised regression coefficients of the interaction terms are significantly 
different from zero. The product terms were created through multiplying each 
relationship characteristic in the unconstrained equation by the business 
strategy variable (BS). Note that for the purpose of this model, business strategy 
is not operationalised via self-typing but represented by a multi-item reflective 
measurement model.  
Z= β0 + β1FS + β2FA + β3PA + β4Dep + β5IPT + β6IOT + β7AC + β8BC + β9Coop + 
β10Inf + β11RSI + β12BS + β13IPT×BS + β14IOT×BS + β15AC×BS + β16BC×BS + 
β17Coop×BS + β18Inf×BS + β19RSI×BS  
This model consists of the seven relationship characteristics (IPT: interpersonal 
trust; IOT: interorganisational trust; AC: affective commitment; BC: behavioural 
commitment; Coop: cooperation; Inf: information sharing; and RSI: relationship 
specific investment), the moderator (BS: business strategy), the product terms 
and four control variables (FS: firm size; FA: firm age; PA: portfolio age; and 
Dep: dependence). The regression model was performed in two steps. In the 
first step, the seven relationship characteristics, business strategy and the 
control variables were entered into the model, which was considered as the 
baseline model.  
In the next step, the interaction terms were entered into the model to 
determine whether the addition of these interaction terms led to incremental 
changes in the R2 and significant interaction terms within the equation (Meyers 
et al. 2007). This regression model was conducted twice. In the first model, 
relationship performance was chosen as the dependent variable and in the 
second model, the firm performance was selected as the dependent variable. 
Results of these two regression models are provided in Table 7.17.  
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Table 7.17: Regression results for testing moderation effects 
 Dependent variable 
 Relationship performance   Firm performance 
Step 1 
   Control variables 
   
FS -.046  -.020 
FA .049  .050 
PA .004  -.026 
Dep .044  -.027 
Independent 
Variables 
   
IPT .033  .043 
IOT .095**  -.030 
AC .103**  .069 
BC .009  .097** 
Coop  .266**  .094* 
Inf .180**  .161** 
RSI .096**  .002 
BS .217**  .474** 
R2 .672  .566 
F-Value 109.92**  69.922** 
Step2 
    Control variables 
   
FS -.039  -.012 
FA .047  .052 
PA .002  -.031 
Dep .043  -.025 
Independent 
Variables 
   
IPT -.223  -.363* 
IOT .184  .173 
AC .193  -.255 
BC -.483**  -.017 
Coop  .067  .367* 
Inf .420**  .390* 
RSI .367**  .202 
BS .210**  .559** 
Interaction terms    
IPT×BS .451  .724* 
IOT×BS -.171  -.360 
AC×BS -.176  .592 
BC×BS .984**  .256 
Coop×BS .342  -.563* 
Inf×BS -.419  -.405 
RSI×BS -.486*  -.370 
R2 .685  .578 
F-Value 72.807**  46.014** 
ΔR2 (from step1 to 2) .013**  .012** 
* P < .05  
** P < .01 
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Hypothesis 2 stated that the greater the degree of interpersonal trust (H2-1), 
interorganisational trust (H2-2), affective commitment (H2-3), behavioural 
commitment (H2-4), cooperation (H2-5), information sharing (H2-6), and 
relationship specific investments (H2-7) the greater the effect of business 
strategy on (a) relationship performance and (b) firm’s performance. By adding 
the interaction of business strategy to the seven relationship characteristics in 
the baseline model, analysis shows a significant incremental R2 over the 
baseline model for both relationship performance (F= 3.686, p<.01, ΔR2= .013) 
and <irm performance (F= 2.749, p<.01, ΔR2= .012), thus indicating the 
existence of moderating effects.  
For the relationship performance model, two terms representing the product of 
business strategy with behavioural commitment and relationship specific 
investment (i.e. BC×BS and RSI×BS) were significant (β16= .984 and β19= -.486, 
both at P<.01). Regarding the <irm performance regression model, two terms 
representing the interaction between business strategy and both interpersonal 
trust and cooperation were found to be significant and thus supporting 
hypothesis 2.  
7.6.3. Testing the mediation hypothesis 
The conceptualisation of the fit as mediation (H3) examines the existence of the 
seven business relationship characteristics as significant intervening 
mechanisms between business strategy and both relationship performance and 
firm performance. This hypothesis was tested by way of structural equation 
modelling using LISREL 8.80 (Jöreskog et al. 2001).  
Following this approach, a formal test of mediation was employed, using a χ2 
difference test. A baseline model, where the seven relationship characteristics 
fully mediate the relationship between business strategy and relationship 
performance, was first developed. Note that for the purpose of this model, 
business strategy is not operationalised via self-typing but represented by a 
multi-item reflective measurement model. A rival model linking business 
strategy to relationship performance was then tested against this model (see 
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Figure 7.4). The entire analysis was then repeated for another model in which 
<irm performance was adopted as the dependent variable (see Figure 7.5).  
Figure 7.4: Testing the mediation effect of business strategy on relationship performance 
 
Figure 7.5: Testing the mediation effect of business strategy on <irm performance 
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Results of theses analyses are provided in Table 7.18. The <irst row in this table 
illustrates the goodness-of-fit findings for the baseline model in which 
relationship performance is used as the dependent variable. The second row of 
this table presents the χ2 value for the same model but with one added direct 
path from business strategy to relationship performance. The difference in chi-
square values between the baseline model and this rival model (Δχ2(1)= 27.9, 
P<.01) with one degree of freedom, is therefore the test of the significance of 
this added path. Given that this difference is significant for both models (i.e. 
model one with relationship performance as dependent variable and model two 
with firm performance as dependent variable), it can be concluded that in both 
models, the direct path from business relationship to performance variable is 
significant and therefore business relationship characteristics do not fully 
mediate all the effects of business strategy on performance variable.  
Table 7.18: Results of the mediation tests 
 Model Goodness-of-fit Tests of hypotheses 
Dependent variable:  
    Relationship performance 
  
    1- Baseline model 
χ2(df= 1815)= 5920.4, 
P<.01, RMSEA= .059, 
CFI= .88 
R2RP= .68 
-- 
    2- Business Strategy ›››› Relationship 
performance 
χ2(df= 1814)= 5892.5 
R2RP= .72 
Δχ2(df= 1)= 27.9, P<.01 
Dependent variable:  
    Firm performance 
  
    1- Baseline model 
χ2(df= 1998)= 6185.5, 
P<.01, RMSEA= .056, 
CFI= .88 
R2FP= .56 
-- 
    2- Business Strategy ›››› Firm 
performance 
χ2(df= 1997)= 6052.3 
R2FP= .74 
Δχ2(df= 1)= 133.2, P<.01 
However, a deeper analysis of the paths of the first model (i.e. the model in 
which relationship performance is the dependent variable) reveals that with 
the exception of two paths (i.e. interpersonal trust to relationship performance 
and behavioural commitment to relationship performance) all hypothesised 
paths are signi<icant (see Figure 7.4). Therefore, it can be concluded that 
 271 
business strategy is partially mediated by five relationship characteristics. 
These five relationship characteristics comprise interorganisational trust, 
affective commitment, cooperation, information sharing, and relationship 
specific investment. For the second model, it can be also concluded that 
business strategy is partially mediated by cooperation and information sharing 
(see Figure 7.5).  
 7.6.4. Testing the covariation hypothesis 
According to Venkatraman (1989), fit as covariation tests the existence of a 
pattern of internal consistency between a set of underlying, theoretically 
related variables. In light of this approach, the present study examined the 
impact of internal consistency regarding aligning a strategic business unit’s 
relationship characteristics with business strategy to achieve superior 
relationship and firm performance. 
Venkatraman (1989) recommended EFA or CFA as two ways of assessing the 
covariation models. In this study, the covariation hypothesis was examined via 
a higher-order construct that captured the covariation of the coalignment of the 
seven relationship characteristics with the construct of business strategy (note 
that for the purpose of this model, business strategy is not operationalised via 
self-typing but represented by a multi-item reflective measurement model).  
Following this approach, a baseline model was first developed to capture the 
main effect. In this model all seven relationship characteristic constructs as well 
as the business strategy construct directly linked to both relationship 
performance and <irm performance (see Figure 7.6). However, a competing 
model uses a higher-order construct that captures the coalignment of the seven 
relationship characteristic constructs as well as the business strategy construct, 
and assesses the extent to which it influences the performance constructs (see 
Figure 7.7). The assumption is that if business strategy has an in<luence on the 
coalignment of business relationship characteristics, then the higher-order 
model should work better in comparison to the direct effect model 
(Venkatraman 1989).  
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Figure 7.6: Testing covariation effect (baseline model) 
 
Figure 7.7: Testing covariation effect (competing model) 
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These two alternative models were run on LISREL 8.80 (Jöreskog et al. 2001). 
The main effect model results in χ2(df=2433)= 5910.4, P< .01, RMSEA= .047, CFI= 
.910, and the competing higher-order model results in χ2(df= 2467)= 6229.6, P< .01, 
RMSEA= .048, CFI= .903, indicating approximately similar <it statistics. 
However, Venkatraman (1989) argued that these two non-nested models 
cannot be compared using chi-square difference test criteria. Since the higher-
order model is merely trying to explain the captured covariation among the 
first-order constructs in a more parsimonious way, the goodness of fit is always 
less than that of the first-order model, even when the second-order factor 
model is able to explain the factor covariation effectively (Venkatraman 1990).  
To compare these two models, Venkatraman (1989) introduces a step-wise 
assessment approach. First, following his guidelines, the R2 were compared for 
each of the two performance constructs in each model. The baseline model (i.e. 
direct effect model) produced: R2RP= .74 and R2FP= .74. In contrast, the 
competing model (i.e. higher-order model) produced R2RP= .79 and R2FP= .68. 
These results suggest that for the relationship performance construct the R2 has 
slightly increased, while for the firm performance it has slightly decreased by 
the use of the higher-order model.  
Second, the relation between the fit of the baseline model and the competing 
model was calculated using the Target coefficient (T) (i.e. the ratio of the chi-
squares) introduced by Marsh and Hocevar (1985). This target coefficient was 
calculated by dividing the chi-square of the baseline model by that of competing 
model. The value of T has an upperbound of 1.0; for the models of this study, it 
is .949, which supports the acceptance of the competing model over the 
baseline model. Additionally, since the target coefficient is close to one, 
Venkatraman (1989) also advised favouring the higher-order model.  
The last complementary step was to examine the statistical significance levels of 
the eight loadings on the higher-order model and comparing them with those of 
the baseline model. The maximum likelihood estimates regarding the coefficient 
loadings of the eight first-order constructs on the higher-order construct were 
between .686 and .822 and all were statistically signi<icant (P< .01) in the 
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higher-order model (see Figure 7.7). The higher-order construct in this model 
(i.e. relationship characteristics coalignment) also strongly and significantly 
explained both relationship performance (β= .886, P< .01) and <irm 
performance (β= .825, P< .01).  
In contrast, only six of the eight constructs in the baseline model significantly 
contributed to explaining relationship performance (interorganisational trust 
and affective commitment at P< .05; and cooperation, relationship specific 
investment, information sharing, and business strategy at P< .01), and only four 
of the constructs explained firm performance (behavioural commitment and 
cooperation at P< .05; and information sharing and business strategy at P< .01), 
with signi<icant beta coef<icients between .106 and .563 (see Figure 7.6). 
Overall, the results of these three steps provide support that the higher-order 
coalignment model is the preferred model specification because of the outcome 
of the three-step process described above.  
7.7. Examining Con2iguration Model 2 
The second configuration model examines the coalignment of the same seven 
characteristics of business relationships (i.e. interpersonal trust, 
interorganisational trust, affective commitment, behavioural commitment, 
cooperation, information sharing and relationship specific investments) vis-à-
vis resource acquisition strategy (RAS) types. As discussed earlier in Chapter 5, 
for parsimony reasons, only conceptualisation of fit as profile deviation 
approach will be adopted to examine this configuration model. Fit as profile 
deviation is chosen because it entails the holistic view of the configuration. 
Although there are different approaches to conceptualise the fit, it has been 
argued in the pertinent literature that the holistic approach of fit as profile 
deviation is preferred when researchers simultaneously consider the fit 
between multiple elements (in this study element refers to relationship 
characteristic) and assess its impact on performance (Doty et al. 1993; 
Venkatraman 1989; Venkatraman 1990).  
To test this hypothesis, in the first step, the sample was split into five groups 
based on self-reported resource acquisition strategy type. This comprised 
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money bonds (n= 106), new market bonds (n= 198), utilisation bonds (n= 153), 
intellectual bonds (n= 81), and credibility bonds (n= 120).  
7.7.1. Identifying ideal pro2ile  
An ideal profile was developed for each group from the empirical data, given 
that the pertinent literature was not sufficiently detailed to provide the 
numerical scores for each of the seven relationship characteristics for each of 
the resource acquisition strategy types (see Table 7.19). Accordingly, the mean 
scores for the seven relationship characteristics were calculated for the entire 
sample. Next, following recent studies on configuration research, the ideal 
profile for the second configuration model was identified from the 
decomposition of conditions associated with top performers within each 
resource acquisition strategy type (Hughes and Morgan 2008; Kabadayi et al. 
2007; Vorhies and Morgan 2005). Following the suggestion of Vorhies and 
Morgan (2003), the scree plot technique was adopted to identify top 
performers in terms of relationship performance (for testing H5a) and firm 
performance (for testing H5b) for each of the five RAS groups. The scree plot on 
the mean scores of relationship performance and firm performance was used to 
identify the drop-off in performance. Results suggest the cut-off point of 6.7 and 
7.0 on the scale of one to seven to select the top performers in terms of 
relationship performance and firm performance (a similar approach to that 
described in Section 7.6.1.1).  
Following this approach, the highest performers in terms of relationship 
performance and <irm performance respectively number: Money bonds= 7/10 
(6.6%/9.4%); New market bonds= 16/12 (8.1%/6.1%); Utilisation bonds= 
11/13 (7.2%/8.5%); Intellectual bonds= 7/7 (8.6%/8.6%); and credibility 
bonds= 7/7 (5.8%/5.8%). Therefore the effective sample size for testing 
hypotheses H5a and H5b are: Money bonds= 99/96; New market bonds= 
182/186; Utilisation bonds= 142/140; Intellectual bonds= 74/74; and 
credibility bonds= 113/113. To form the ideal pro<iles, the mean scores of the 
top performers in terms of the seven characteristics of business relationships 
and the performance variables were calculated for each RAS type.  
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Table 7.19: Empirically derived ideal pro<iles (Con<iguration Model 2) 
Relationship performance  Firm performance 
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Interpersonal trust 6.32 6.40 6.22 5.97 6.55 6.81  6.20 6.42 6.36 6.32 5.52 6.05 
Interorganisational trust 6.47 6.68 6.41 6.45 6.04 6.86  6.22 6.43 6.56 6.37 5.11 6.18 
Affective commitment 6.52 6.60 6.28 6.64 6.34 7.0  6.65 6.58 6.67 6.74 6.57 6.63 
Behavioural commitment 6.60 6.40 6.55 6.64 6.51 6.94  6.54 6.72 6.63 6.38 6.29 6.69 
Cooperation 6.64 6.57 6.71 6.35 6.78 6.86  6.38 6.21 6.48 6.19 6.69 6.47 
Information sharing 6.32 6.47 6.13 6.14 6.53 6.67  6.38 6.30 6.23 6.65 6.29 6.33 
RSI 6.13 6.38 5.68 6.06 6.40 6.71  5.94 5.97 5.68 6.28 6.02 5.64 
Relationship performance 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0  6.43 6.01 6.67 6.57 6.41 6.41 
Firm performance 6.30 6.61 6.13 6.39 6.0 6.54  6.83 6.80 6.80 6.82 6.87 6.93 
Cut-off score for ideal type 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0  6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7 6.7 
Number of top performers 48 7 16 11 7 7  49 10 12 13 7 7 
Dependence 5.44 4.95 5.02 5.92 5.12 6.45  5.48 4.90 5.53 5.79 4.86 6.26 
Company age 23.5 10.7 15.5 28.2 43.6 26.9  22.4 17.0 12.3 27.5 33.1 27.5 
Relationship age 8.6 9.3 7.1 8.5 8.9 11.2  8.9 8.9 6.9 10.0 8.7 10.7 
Number of employee  2.54 1.71 2.50 3.18 3.14 1.86  2.49 3.10 2.25 2.85 2.29 1.57 
7.7.2. Computing the mis2it 
Similar to the first configuration model, after creating the ideal profiles from the 
empirical data, the distance (i.e. gap or misfit) of the remaining strategic 
business units from the ideal for their resource acquisition strategy was 
calculated using the formula explained in Section 7.6.1.2 of this chapter. Then, a 
misfit score was calculated and assigned to each case in the dataset. Following 
this, the profile deviation scores for all cases within a resource acquisition 
strategy type were regressed on relationship performance (to test H5a) and firm 
performance (to test H5b). These hypotheses would be supported if the 
regression models indicate negative and significant association between misfit 
and performance variables.  
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7.7.3. Validating assumptions  
Previous studies suggest validating three underlying assumptions of the 
configuration theory prior to testing the hypothesis. The first assumption is 
pertinent to the conceptualisation that all of the relationship characteristics 
should be examined as an integrated set rather than modelling them 
independently. This assumption was validated earlier in Section 7.6.1.3 of this 
chapter. Since the second configuration model adopts the same relationship 
characteristics and uses the same dataset for testing the hypotheses, the results 
of the <irst assumption discussed in Section 7.6.1.3 hold true for the second 
configuration model.  
 The second assumption refers to the concept of equifinality (Gresov and Drazin 
1997). Consistent with strategy literature, equi<inality assumption for the 
second configuration model posits that every viable resource acquisition 
strategy can yield superior performance (Slater and Narver 1993). This 
assumption was validated through performing two ANOVA tests. These tests 
identified no significant difference in relationship and firm performance of 
strategic business units with different resource acquisition strategy types (F(1)= 
.980 and F(2)= .259). These results indicate that performance variations 
between cases in the dataset are not associated with RAS choice, thus 
supporting the equifinality assumption.  
The third assumption posits that distinguishing between configurations of 
alternative RAS can considerably increase the variance explained (Meyer et al. 
1993). To test this assumption, the performance outcomes of deviation from 
two different ideal profiles were compared, one developed from cases of the 
same RAS type (i.e. within RAS model) and one developed regardless of the RAS 
type (i.e. across RAS model). The entire analysis was carried out twice. One with 
the relationship performance-based ideal profiles (IPRP), in which the top 
performers were identified based on relationship performance and one with 
the firm performance-based ideal profile (IPFP), in which the top performers 
were identi<ied based on <irm performance. Table 7.20 illustrates the results of 
these regression models.  
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The results indicate that all models are highly significant at a significance level 
of .01. However, in both scenarios calibrating ideal profiles within RAS type 
produces larger explanatory powers (Chow 1960) and greater beta coefficients 
(Cohen 2003). For relationship performance, the ‘within RAS model’ (see Table 
7.20, columns 1 and 2) produced R2= .531, β= -.667 whereas the ‘across RAS 
model’ produced R2= .416, β= -.558 (∆R2= .115). For firm performance (see 
table 7.20, columns 3 and 4) ‘within RAS model’ produced R2= .440, β= -.674 
whereas the ‘across RAS model’ produced R2= .264, β= -.510 (∆R2= .176). 
Therefore, these results indicate that analysing the deviation of business 
relationship characteristics from the ideal profiles of the same RAS type can 
better predict performance outcome (Venkatraman 1990).  
Table 7.20: Regression models using within and across business strategy type ideal pro<iles 
(Configuration Model 2) 
 Dependent Variable 
 Relationship performance  Firm performance 
Independent 
Variables 
(1) 
Within RAS 
model 
(2) 
Across RAS 
model 
 
(3) 
Within RAS 
model 
(4) 
Across RAS 
model 
All SBUs      
Profile deviation -.667** -.558**  -.674** -.510** 
Firm Size -.048 -.057  -.021 -.028 
Firm Age .040 .074  .051 .056 
Portfolio Age .025 .014  -.004 -.017 
Dependency .116** .148  -.036 .010 
R2 .531 .416  .440 .264 
F-Value 136.719** 85.956**  95.036** 43.251** 
* P < .05  
** P < .01 
7.7.4. Results for testing hypothesis H5a and H5b 
Following the validation of three underlying assumptions of configurations, the 
two hypotheses (i.e. H5a and H5b) regarding the second configuration model 
were tested using the ideal profiles derived within each RAS type. Therefore, 
five regression models were performed to test the association between misfit 
and relationship performance (for testing H5a) for the five RAS groups. The 
entire analyses were then repeated for the firm performance-based ideal 
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profiles to test H5b. Furthermore, these regression models were controlled for 
the effect of firm size, firm age (indicated by the natural logarithm of the 
number of years of the company existing in the market), portfolio age (indicated 
by the natural logarithm of the length of business relationship portfolio age), 
and dependency. In all models, the variance inflation factors (VIF) were lower 
than 1.52, indicating that multicollinearity is not expected to be a problem in 
these analyses (Mason and Perreault 1991).  
Table 7.21 provides the results and indicates that all of the regression models 
produced significant and negative coefficients with relatively large R2 (see 
Table 7.21, columns 1 and 3). These results indicate that the smaller the gap 
between the relationship characteristic profile of a strategic business unit and 
that of the ideal for its resource acquisition strategy type, the greater the 
relationship and firm performance of the strategic business unit. Hence, both 
H5a and H5b are supported.  
To assess the robustness of the results, several alternative tests were 
performed (e.g. non-ideal test, the weighted regression test, and the single 
versus multiple case test); however, for reasons of parsimony, only the non-
ideal test is reported here. Consistent with the previous studies, regressions 
containing deviation from the ideal cases were compared with models 
containing deviation from an alternative non-ideal profile (Hughes and Morgan 
2008; Hult et al. 2006; Venkatraman 1989). These non-ideal profiles are 
developed by randomly selecting a number of firms for each resource 
acquisition strategy type equal to the number in each ideal profile. Results are 
provided in Table 7.21. Insigni<icant results for the non-ideal models (see Table 
7.21, columns 2 and 4) give further con<idence to <indings regarding the fifth 
hypothesis.  
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Table 7.21: Regression results for testing hypotheses H5a and H5b 
 Dependent variable 
 Relationship performance  Firm performance 
Independent Variables 
(1) 
Ideal profile 
models 
(2)  
Non-ideal 
profile models 
 (3)  
Ideal profile 
models 
(4) 
Non-ideal  
Profile models 
Money bonds   
    
    Profile deviation -.827** .036  -.728** .244* 
    Firm Size -.102 .002  -.108 -.027 
    Firm Age .042 .015  .069 -.012 
    Portfolio Age -.073 .052  -.005 .137 
    Dependency -.073 .149  -.137 .182 
    R2 .600 .027  .449 .104 
    F-Value 27.877** .520  14.688** 2.089 
New market bonds   
    
    Profile deviation -.653** .069  -.671** .024 
    Firm Size -.069 -.151  -.044 -.110 
    Firm Age .027 .147  .100 .097 
    Portfolio Age .125 .040  -.020 -.020 
    Dependency .103 .121  -.069 .087 
    R2 .527 .058  .437 .024 
    F-Value 39291** 2.165  27.935** .897 
Utilisation bonds   
  
  
    Profile deviation -.713** -.087  -.612** .001 
    Firm Size .070 .044  .098 .083 
    Firm Age .004 .072  -.015 .079 
    Portfolio Age .039 -.041  .068 -.076 
    Dependency .141* .196*  .123 .074 
R2 .596 .058  .436 .020 
 F-Value 40.066** 1.665  20.710** .560 
Intellectual bonds   
  
  
    Profile deviation -.701** .162  -.720** -.060 
    Firm Size -.073 .011  -.045 -.057 
    Firm Age .135 .162  .039 .058 
    Portfolio Age -.109 -.206  -.052 -.064 
    Dependency .158 .236  -.015 .329 
R2 .621 .110  .510 .110 
 F-Value 22.306** 1.683  14.166** 1.682 
Credibility bonds   
  
  
    Profile deviation -.716** .123  -.730** .013 
    Firm Size -.040 -.014  -.046 -.048 
    Firm Age .026 .070  .127 .140 
    Portfolio Age -.004 -.075  -.132 -.120 
    Dependency .055 .126  -.098 .215* 
R2 .549 .034  .503 .068 
 F-Value 26.075** .764  21.689** 1.564 
* P < .05  
** P < .01 
 281 
7.8. Association between business strategy and resource acquisition 
strategy 
The cross tabulation of business strategy and resource acquisition strategy (see 
Table 7.22) indicates that strategic business units reporting different business 
strategy types proportionately practised alternative resource acquisition 
strategies. For instance, from a total of 210 prospectors, 36 strategic business 
units (i.e. 17.1%) reported money bonds, 63 (i.e. 30.0%) reported new market 
bonds, 50 (i.e. 23.8%) reported utilisation bonds, 27 (i.e. 12.9%) reported 
intellectual bonds, and 34 (i.e. 16.19%) reported credibility bonds as their main 
RAS type.  
Table 7.22: Cross tabulation of business strategy and resource acquisition strategy 
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Grand Total 
Prospectors 36 63 50 27 34 210 
Analysers 43 84 62 33 34 256 
Defenders 27 51 41 21 52 192 
Grand Total 106 198 153 81 120 658 
In addition, a chi-square test for interdependence was used to examine the 
association between business strategy and resource acquisition strategy. The 
results did not find any significant association between business strategy and 
resource acquisition strategy (χ2(df=8, n=658)= 15.151, p= .056, Carmen’s V= .107). 
This finding gives confidence to the equifinality assumption of alternative 
business strategies vis-à-vis the actual resource acquisition strategy. Therefore, 
this finding confirms that resource acquisition strategy is not a function of 
business strategy. In other words, it implies that there is no preferred RAS type 
for a given business strategy, and every viable strategy can adopt and 
implement alternative RAS (Gresov and Drazin 1997; Slater and Narver 1993). 
Hence, the hypothesis H6 is supported.  
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7.9. Chapter summary 
This chapter illustrated a long sequence of statistical analyses of the survey 
data. It started with detecting and handling outliers, which resulted in deletion 
of a total of 58 cases from the original sample data, and thus the effective 
sample size came to a total of 658 observations. Next the problems with 
multivariate normality and multicollinearity were tested with results indicating 
that these issues were not present in this study. Following this, the two major 
issues in behavioural research (i.e. non-response bias and common method 
bias) were tested and considered not to be applicable. After data screening, a 
series of statistical tests were undertaken to purify the measurement scales. 
This procedure resulted in removing five items from the original item pool. In 
addition, a series of exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were used to 
evaluate the measurement model and to check the validity and the reliability of 
all constructs.  
In the next part, the two configuration models were examined based on 
alternative approaches to fit conceptualisation. Four hypotheses were tested 
with regard to the first configuration model and one hypothesis was tested for 
the second configuration model, all of which were supported. For the first 
hypothesis, confidence in the power of the profile deviation-based test was 
provided in four different ways (i.e. qualitative-based ideal profile, the non-
ideal test, the weighted regression test, and the single versus multiple case test). 
For the fifth hypothesis, confidence in the power of the test was provided in the 
non-ideal regression models that indicate no significant association between 
deviation from the non-deal profile and both relationship and firm performance 
for any of the three strategic types. In addition the association between 
business strategy and resource acquisition strategy was assessed with the 
results indicating that every viable strategy can adopt alternative resource 
acquisition strategies.  
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This is that part of the earlier <igure 1.1 that is being addressed in the 
forthcoming chapter.  
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Chapter 8: Discussion and implications 
8.1. Introduction 
This chapter revolves around discussion of two different configuration models 
and two very important outcomes of these models. The first section is devoted 
to the discussion of the first configuration model from four alternative 
perspectives consisting of fit as profile deviation, fit as moderation, fit as 
mediation, and fit as covariation. In the next section, it moves on to discuss the 
second configuration model from a widely accepted specification of 
coalignment i.e. fit as profile deviation approach. Following this, the findings of 
testing the existence of an association between business strategy and resource 
acquisition strategy types are explained. This is followed by a section to discuss 
the methodological juxtaposition of multiple specifications of coalignment.  
8.2. Explanation of the 2indings for Con2iguration Model 1 
Using the configuration theory approach (Miller 1986; Miller 1987) (i.e. an 
intricate theoretical and analytical approach, which is characterized by a 
holistic perspective) and drawing on strategic marketing and management 
literature, this study proposed the first configuration model, wherein elements 
of business strategy and the business relationship structure of strategic 
business units are coaligned to maximise their relationship and firm 
performance. The conceptual model was shown in Figure 4.3. 
The empirical findings of this study confirm that leveraging organizational 
business relationship characteristics in ways that are in line with those of ideal 
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firms within business strategy types yields superior relationship performance, 
and subsequently leads to higher firm performance. Therefore it provides 
empirical support for relationship marketing theory predictions linking 
business relationship fit with business strategy and performance outcome 
including relationship performance and firm performance (Johnson 1999; 
Reimann et al. 2010; Walker and Ruekert 1987). The following sections discuss 
the findings of the first configuration model from the perspectives of alternative 
fit operationalisations.  
8.2.1. Con2iguration Model 1 from pro2ile deviation perspective 
8.2.1.1. Findings of validation tests 
Hypothesis H1 (Section 4.3.1) states that a business relationship’s contribution 
to its relationship performance (H1a) and to its firm’s performance (H1b) is 
greatest when the profile of that relationship’s characteristics is closest to the 
profiles of top performer operating in any of the three strategic types. Prior to 
testing this hypothesis, three underlying assumptions of configuration theory 
were validated. The first validation test confirmed the conceptualisation 
assumption that valuable interdependencies exist among the seven relationship 
characteristics under study. Results of performing a reflective higher-order 
model to capture the covariance among these relationship characteristics 
indicate that the higher-order factor is strongly, positively and significantly 
related to relationship and <irm performance (see Section 7.6.1.3). Therefore 
these relationship characteristics were examined as an integrated set, rather 
than being modelled independently (Vorhies and Morgan 2005).  
The second validation test also confirmed the presence of the equifinality 
assumption (Gresov and Drazin 1997) in the dataset. Although this concept has 
received scant and limited empirical attention from researchers, results of this 
test suggest that alternative strategies can all lead to equally superior 
performance (Day and Wensley 1988), and the way business relationships are 
organised is an important enabler of strategy implementation (Reimann et al. 
2010). Previous studies on configuration theory also reported the existence of 
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equifinality in their sample data (e.g. Hughes and Morgan 2008; Hult et al. 2006; 
Olson et al. 2005; Vorhies and Morgan 2003).  
The third validation assumption also confirmed that splitting the sample data 
into three groups of prospectors, analysers and defenders can increase the 
variance explained by the configuration models (Meyer et al. 1993). While the 
variances explained in profile deviation models that developed from the whole 
sample size regardless of the business strategy type are moderate (see Table 
7.10, column 2 and 4), those of the pro<ile deviation models that developed 
from ideal profiles of the same strategic type are considerably larger (see Table 
7.10, column 1 and 3). For the relationship performance model, the ΔR2= .548 - 
.416= .132, and for the <irm performance model, the ΔR2= .366 - .264= .102.  
These results clearly indicate that configuration models should be separately 
examined for firms operating within any of the three strategic types. Previous 
studies that adopted the fit as profile deviation approach also reported that 
within strategic group analysis is more robust (Anisimova and Mavondo 2010; 
Hughes and Morgan 2008; Hultman et al. 2009).  
8.2.1.2. Findings of the Hypothesis 1 
Following the validation of these three assumptions, the main hypothesis 
regarding the first configuration model was tested adopting the profile 
deviation approach (see Section 7.6.1.4). This hypothesis (i.e. H1) posits that 
greater internal alignment around a particular (i.e. ideal) business relationship 
profile is associated with higher relationship performance (H1a) as well as 
higher firm performance (H1b). To test hypothesis H1a, three models were 
developed that regressed deviation from the relationship performance-
maximising ideal business relationship profile against relationship performance 
in strategic business units pursuing a prospector strategy (β= -.706), an 
analyser strategy (β= -.738), and a defender strategy (β= -.685), all signi<icant at 
p< .01 level (see Table 7.11, column 1). In the same way, hypothesis H1b 
predicted that the more similar a strategic business unit’s business relations’ 
structure is to that of the ideal business relationship for its strategic type, the 
greater is its firm performance. The three regression models produced negative 
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and signi<icant beta coef<icients (see Table 7.11, column 2: β= -.675, -.635, and -
.583 for prospectors, analysers, and defenders, respectively). 
These results offered strong support for both hypothesis H1a and H1b, indicating 
that strategic business units can significantly improve their relationship 
performance and firm performance by closely approximating the profiles of top 
performers for the given business strategy type.  
From a theoretical perspective, the total variance explained in these models is 
suf<icient to generalise from the <indings. These range from .513 to .593 for the 
relationship performance-based models and from .357 to .412 for the <irm 
performance-based models (see Table 7.11), which are in line with previous 
configuration studies (e.g. Hult et al. 2006; Slater et al. 2007; Vorhies and 
Morgan 2005). However it should also be clear that within each strategy type, 
results have more explanatory power with regard to relationship performance 
than to firm performance. This is theoretically expected as relationship 
characteristics ought to have clear outcome implications for relationship 
performance, while other important drivers also impact upon firm 
performance. In addition, a positive, strong, and significant correlation was 
observed between relationship performance and each of the three first-order 
constructs of the <irm performance (see Table 7.5). Therefore, increasing 
relationship performance is expected to be in line with increasing firm 
performance and there are no trade-offs between the two performance 
dimensions (Walker and Ruekert 1987).  
These findings indicate that prospectors, analysers and defenders have the 
platform for significantly improving performance. By strategically fitting 
business relationships with business strategy, the strategic business units are 
endowed with a basis for stronger relationship performance and consequently 
firm performance. The findings also indicate that in relationship performance 
models, analysers have the highest total variance explained (see Table 7.11, 
column 1: R2= .593) and in <irm performance models, prospectors have the 
highest total variance explained (see Table 7.11, column 2: R2= .412). On the 
one hand and from both relationship marketing and strategic marketing 
 288 
perspectives, these findings emphasise the importance of harmonising business 
relationships with business strategy type. Such a coalignment is critical to and a 
key enabler of strategy implementation. Therefore, it can be seen as a source of 
competitive advantage (Bonoma 1985). On the other hand, prospectors in 
previous studies produced different results. In some of the previous studies, 
improving performance outcome did not apply, prima facie, to prospectors (e.g. 
Hughes and Morgan 2008; Slater et al. 2007). In these studies, environmental 
uncertainty was used to explain why prospectors do not suffer from the lack of 
fit. These researchers argued that uncertainty moderates the customer 
orientation-performance relationship for prospectors (Slater et al. 2007). 
However, other studies reported satisfactory results for prospectors. For 
example, Olson et al. (2005) revealed that decentralisation, customer 
orientation, innovation orientation, and specialisation positively improved 
performance outcomes of the prospectors. Vorhies and Morgan (2003) also 
argued that fit between structural and task characteristics on the one hand and 
strategy type on the other positively influenced both marketing efficiency and 
marketing effectiveness. Therefore it can be concluded that in terms of 
relationship characteristics, fit is extremely critical to prospectors and 
analysers in order to achieve superior performance.  
As for defenders, although they have the smallest total variances explained 
within the three strategic groups, they still produced moderate results. In 
previous studies (e.g. Vorhies and Morgan 2003) defenders did not provide 
good results and were dominated by the other two business strategy types (i.e. 
prospectors and analysers). In contrast, Hughes and Morgan (2008) reported 
that fit was extremely critical for defenders. In their study, defenders produced 
the largest total variance explained. Against this background, it can be inferred 
that with regard to relationship characteristics, fit is important to defenders in 
order to significantly improve their performance. In addition, these findings 
empirically show the relevance of configuration approaches for this particular 
strategy type. 
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8.2.1.3. Findings of the ideal pro2iles 
Table 8.1 summarises the key relationship characteristics within each strategy 
type that seem to drive each configuration of business relationships and 
strategy. This table is developed based on Table 7.9. The cut-off point used to 
identify key relationship characteristics is calculated by taking the average of all 
scores for relationship performance (i.e. cut-off= 6.4) and independently for 
firm performance (i.e. cut-off= 6.3).  
A number of scholarly and managerial implications can be derived from the 
present study by considering the patterns in Table 8.1. Speci<ically, ideal 
prospectors (with regard to relationship performance) exhibit a preferred 
constellation of business relationships with the emphasis on trust at both 
interpersonal and organisational levels, affective and behavioural commitment, 
and cooperation. In terms of firm performance, well performing prospectors 
seem to stress more interpersonal trust, affective commitment, and behavioural 
commitment. Interestingly, information sharing and relationship specific 
investment are not vital to a prospector strategy.  
Table 8.1: Key relationship characteristics within strategic types 
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Interpersonal trust        
Interorganisational trust        
Affective commitment        
Behavioural commitment        
Cooperation        
Information sharing        
Relationship specific investment        
One interpretation is that this configuration would enable prospectors to seek 
opportunities that arise in the market. Hughes and Morgan (2008) argued that 
prospectors are required to be ‘proactive’ and ‘aggressive’ in order to swiftly 
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exploit opportunities. Therefore it is suspected that the lack of attention to 
information sharing and relationship specific investment may not be a problem 
but a deliberate trait by prospectors or a deliberate choice by managers of these 
strategic business units to best respond to opportunities. From this vantage 
point, the pertinent question for managers of prospectors is whether their 
strategic business unit’s business relationships are organised in ways that 
enable them to exploit the competitive potential of market opportunities 
(Barney and Hesterly 2006).  
Prospectors’ ideal constellation of business relationships can be also 
interpreted from the customer orientation perspective. Olson et al. (2005) 
found that customer orientation can also significantly improve prospectors’ 
performance. From this vantage point, cooperation that is based on trust and 
commitment can help prospectors to build partnerships of some kind with their 
business customers that help them to gain rapid access to new markets. This 
will enable prospectors to combat the analysers’ ability to swiftly follow the 
trends in the market (Slater et al. 2007). 
The ideal profile for the analyser strategy type in terms of relationship 
performance emphasises interorganisational trust, commitment, cooperation, 
information sharing, and relationship specific investment. In terms of firm 
performance, emphasis is on the same characteristics of business relationships 
with the exception of trust. As for trust, well performing analysers in terms of 
firm performance stress interpersonal trust rather than interorganisational 
trust. These findings are in line with the perception of Miles and Snow (see 
Table 7.8). According to that short survey, Miles and Snow believe that well 
performing analysers score the highest on commitment (both affective and 
behavioural), cooperation, information sharing, and relationship specific 
investment.  
One interpretation is that this preferred relational constellation manages by 
focusing their priority on maintaining a stable line of offerings while following 
prospectors into new opportunities (Miles and Snow 1978). Therefore, in order 
to keep up with this strategy, analysers are more inclined to rely on 
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idiosyncratic investment with other actors in the network. These investments 
cannot be easily recovered or transferred to other relationships (Ganesan 
1994). However, relationship specific investment often accrues returns only in 
the long run, giving rise to some problems (Palmatier et al. 2007a). For 
instance, it can lower the business customer’s trust in a strategic business unit 
because of its uncertainty regarding the strategic business unit’s benevolence, 
i.e. whether the strategic business unit’s behaviour is opportunistic or fair 
(Gassenheimer and Manolis 2001). However, cooperation and commitment are 
important safeguard mechanisms to overcome this limitation of relationship 
specific investment. In addition, the strategic business unit’s specific investment 
in certain relationships with particular business customers can promote the 
trust between them by sending strategic signals to business customers 
regarding its commitment to the relationship (Ganesan 1994).  
From another perspective, the emphasis on cooperation and commitment can 
also help analysers to develop mutual bonds in order to improve their ability in 
imitating first movers and following them to new markets. From the marketing 
strategy perspective, a strategic business unit’s success depends on obtaining 
information regarding customers, competitors and the market (Day 1994; Kohli 
and Jaworski 1990). This sentiment is particularly important for analysers 
because they are constantly presented with many opportunities and therefore 
they are required to carefully scrutinise them in order to exploit their resources 
(Slater et al. 2006). Therefore, information sharing can attenuate the risk 
involved in making such decisions (Heide and John 1992).  
Defenders’ ideal configuration of business relationships in terms of relationship 
performance highlights the importance of interorganisational trust, behaviour 
commitment, cooperation and information sharing. When the focus is on firm 
performance, ideal defenders stress more affective commitment, behavioural 
commitment, cooperation and information sharing. Because these strategic 
business units thrive through maintaining a secure niche in a stable market area 
(Hambrick 2003), they tend to have stronger relationships with their 
established customers. Therefore, similar to ideal analysers, they seem to stress 
the importance of commitment, cooperation, and information sharing. This 
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finding is consistent with the literature in which ideal defenders are reported to 
emphasise commitment (Hughes and Morgan 2008) and access to information 
and knowledge (Hult et al. 2006).  
Interestingly, both the qualitative ideal profile provided by Miles and Snow and 
the quantitative ideal profile derived from empirical data indicate that ideal 
defenders are not excited about relationship specific investments. One 
explanation for such a trait is that relationship specific investments are built on 
mutual and reciprocal trust between the seller and the buyer (Ganesan 1994; 
Gassenheimer and Manolis 2001). It is suspected that the lack of interpersonal 
trust between managers of strategic business units and decision makers of the 
business customers prevents strategic business units from making idiosyncratic 
investments in specific relationships.  
The lack of interest in relationship specific investment can be also explained from a 
different perspective. According to Hallén et al. (1991) relationship specific 
investment can be described as interfirm adaptations that enable a firm to 
secure business with a particular partner. Such adaptations are costly in nature 
(Hallén et al. 1991), and thus are avoided by defenders given that these strategic 
business units primarily focus on cost-reduction strategies. McKee et al. (1989) 
argued that defenders deliberately reduce adaptive capabilities and the costs 
associated with these capabilities which enables them to emphasise operating 
efficiency.  
8.2.1.4. Findings of the robustness tests 
In terms of assessing the robustness of the results involving the first hypothesis 
(i.e. H1), several additional tests were employed with the results supporting this 
hypothesis (see Section 7.6.1.5). The <irst robustness test assessed the impact of 
the qualitative ideal profile provided by the original theorists. The results of this 
test provide further confidence in the findings of hypothesis H1.  
Comparing the total variance explained by the two alternative approaches (i.e. 
qualitative ideal profile vs. quantitative (original) ideal profile) for relationship 
performance model indicates that the qualitative ideal profile models produced 
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larger R2 for analysers (R2Qualitative= .621, R2Original= .593) and smaller R2 for 
prospectors (R2Qualitative= .346, R2Original= .535) and defenders (R2Qualitative= .231, 
R2Original= .513) (see column 1 in Table 7.11 and 7.12). Similar results were 
obtained for the firm performance model: larger R2 for analysers (R2Qualitative= 
.420, R2Original= .382) and smaller R2 for prospectors (R2Qualitative= .325, R2Original= 
.412) and defenders (R2Qualitative= .182, R2Original= .357) (see column 2 in Table 
7.11 and 7.12).  
These results can be explained by considering the corresponding ideal profile 
scores. As for the qualitative ideal profiles, well performing prospectors are 
evaluated as scoring 6 for all seven characteristics of business relationships (on 
the scale of one to seven) (see Table 7.8), whereas the empirically derived ideal 
profile suggests higher scores for characteristics of prospectors’ business 
relationships (see Table 7.9).  
This is more apparent in the ideal profiles of defenders. While the empirically 
derived ideal profiles for well performing defenders in terms of firm 
performance report the score of 6.35 for cooperation and 5.50 for relationship 
specific investment (see Table 7.9), the corresponding qualitative ideal pro<ile 
reports the score of 4 for both of these two characteristics of defender’s 
business relationships (see Table 7.8). Overall, the interesting results of this 
robustness test indicate that the ideal profiles provided by original theorists can 
produce significant results. Surprisingly, the qualitatively identified ideal profile 
produced better results for analysers compared to the original models wherein 
ideal pro<iles were developed empirically. Table 7.8 suggests that top 
performing analysers scored the maximum (i.e. 7 on the scale of 1 to 7) for <ive 
of the seven relationship characteristics (i.e. affective commitment, behavioural 
commitment, cooperation, information sharing, and relationship specific 
investment). This constellation of ideal business relationships for analysers is 
consistent with the empirical <indings of this study, provided in Table 8.1. Both 
approaches (i.e. qualitative-based vs. quantitative-based ideal profile) predict 
that well performing analysers put emphasis on almost all characteristics of 
business relationships.  
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This can be interpreted by considering the nature of the analyser strategy type. 
These strategic business units are constantly monitoring the market and 
looking for opportunities that arise, they are not first movers but they learn 
from the prospectors’ problems and failures (McKee et al. 1989). In other 
words, they take advantage of synthesizing the beneficial aspects of the 
prospector and defender strategy types (Slater and Olson 2000). Therefore, not 
only do analysers emphasise trust and commitment in developing business 
relationships, but they also stress cooperation and efficiency in information 
sharing to reduce conflicts in business relationships (Palmatier et al. 2007a; 
Palmatier et al. 2007b). Furthermore, they emphasise relationship specific 
investments to enhance business customers’ commitment due to increasing 
switching costs, which in turn increases the business customers’ desire to 
maintain the relationship (Anderson and Weitz 1992).  
The second robustness test examined the effect of randomly selecting a number 
of non-ideal cases from each strategy group to form ideal profiles of the 
corresponding group (see Section 7.6.1.5.2). In other words, this test was aimed 
at assessing the impact of benchmarking from a group of non-ideal cases for any 
of the three strategic groups. Results of these non-ideal models produced 
insigni<icant and/or positive beta coef<icients (Cohen 2003) with a very small 
explanatory power (Chow 1960). These results clearly indicate that non-ideal 
models did not produce a satisfactory result. As such, it implies that in 
conducting benchmarking studies, strategic business units must benchmark 
against top performers in the field. Taking the results of within and across 
strategy type models into account (see Table 7.10: within-strategy analyses 
yield superior results), strategic business units must benchmark against top 
performers following the same strategy.  
The third robustness test (see Section 7.6.1.5.3) examined the impact of 
considering the relative importance of relationship characteristics in calculating 
the deviation score on the association between misfit and performance outcome 
(Venkatraman and Prescott 1990; Vorhies and Morgan 2005). Comparing the 
results of the original model with those of the weighted model suggests that the 
profile deviation results obtained from the original models (i.e. simple averages 
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regression models) are robust, although the differences are negligible. As such 
it implies that in conducting benchmarking studies, what matters most is 
accuracy in identifying the underlying organisational characteristics that can 
enhance business performance and finding the corresponding ideal profiles 
through decomposing conditions associated with top performers. The empirical 
findings of this study indicate that the relative importance of these underlying 
organisational characteristics is not important for the purpose of 
benchmarking.  
The last robustness test (see Section 7.6.1.5.4) examined the impact of forming 
ideal profiles from the single top performer versus multiple top performing 
cases for each of the three strategic groups. Results of this robustness test 
indicate that single-based ideal profile models produced only marginally better 
results (see Table 7.16 and Table 7.11). In their benchmarking study, Vorhies 
and Morgan (2005) performed a sensitivity analysis in which they gradually 
relaxed the selection criteria for top performers. Similar to this study, they 
found that the results for the single versus top-five and top-eight performing 
firms are very similar in terms of R2 and beta coefficient. The clear implication 
of this finding is that conducting a benchmarking study against single best 
performer or a group of top performers produces similar results. It has been 
argued in the literature that choosing the appropriate single best-performing 
firm is crucial in the benchmarking process (Vorhies and Morgan 2005). 
Whereas identifying the single best performer is a real challenge, a multiple 
case approach while producing similar results, mitigates against choosing an 
inappropriate case to accurately form the ideal profile. Therefore, the empirical 
findings of this study suggest that in conducting benchmarking studies, 
strategic business units benefit more by searching for a group of top performers 
who are following the same strategy and considering this group as their 
benchmark target. The pertinent literature also suggests that successfully 
completing these search and gap-assessment stages of the benchmarking 
process can significantly improve business relationships performance 
(Kabadayi et al. 2007; Teece et al. 1997; Vorhies and Morgan 2005).  
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8.2.2. Con2iguration Model 1 from the moderation perspective 
In addition to operationalising fit as profile deviation in examining the first 
configuration model, this study applied several other approaches to fit 
including <it as moderation (see Section 7.6.2). This study utilised <it as 
moderation to investigate whether the interaction of business strategy with 
relationship characteristics can explain the variation in performance. These 
results indicate that business strategy does not moderate all of the seven 
relationship characteristics but only two of them in terms of relationship 
performance and two in terms of firm performance.  
As for the relationship performance model, results of this study indicate that 
the interaction between behavioural commitment and business strategy is 
positively and significantly associated with relationship performance. In 
addition, the interaction between business strategy and relationship specific 
investment is negatively and significantly associated with relationship 
performance (see Table 7.17). The R2 increased by .013 (i.e. .685 - .672), 
significant at p< .01. In terms of the <irm performance model, the interaction 
between business strategy and interpersonal trust has a positive and significant 
relationship with firm performance. In addition, the interaction between 
business strategy and cooperation has a negative and significant relationship 
with firm performance (see Table 7.17). The R2 increased by .012 (i.e. .578 - 
.566), signi<icant at p< .01. Therefore these <indings provided support only for 
H2a-4, H2a-5, H2b-1, and H2b-6. 
In terms of relationship performance model, results of the moderation test 
suggest that behavioural commitment is positively related to relationship 
performance, when business strategy is scored high. Considering the nature of 
measurement items for the business strategy construct (see Table 6.1) and as 
explained in Section 6.5.1, the high score represents the prospector strategy 
type (Conant et al. 1990; Dyer and Song 1997). Therefore it can be inferred that 
behavioural commitment appears to be positively related to performance when 
a strategic business unit closely follows the prospectors’ strategy type.  
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Interestingly and in contrast to the point above, for the relationship 
performance model, the interaction between business strategy and relationship 
specific investment is significantly and negatively associated with relationship 
performance. As such it implies that a relationship specific investment is 
negatively related to firm performance when business strategy scores are low 
(i.e. a strategic business unit closely follows the defender strategy type). This 
result is in line with the findings of operationalising fit from profile deviation 
approach. In both approaches, relationship specific investment appears not to 
be the focus of defenders. Therefore, for reasons of parsimony, the 
interpretation of this result is not repeated here. In terms of the firm 
performance model, results indicate that interpersonal trust is positively and 
significantly related to firm performance when business strategy is high (i.e. the 
strategic business unit closely follows the prospector strategy type). 
Furthermore, cooperation is negatively related to firm performance for 
strategic business units that closely follow the defender strategy type.  
One possibility is that interpersonal trust in a strategic business unit’s 
managers evolves through satisfactory interactions with business customers 
and as such it reflects confidence in positive responses of the business 
customers (Rempel et al. 1985). Thus, interpersonal trust has its greatest 
impact on firm performance when strategic business units are constantly in 
contact with their business customers in seeking for new opportunities that 
arise in the market (i.e. following prospector strategy type). This is a deliberate 
ploy of strategic business units pursuing prospector strategy type because 
strategic business units often depend on their business customers in order to 
find new opportunities. Results of the qualitative part of this research (i.e. 
Chapter 5) support this interpretation by indicating that two of the key reasons 
for developing business relationships with customers are to obtain access to 
new markets and to gain sales credibility, which in turn helps strategic business 
units to find new customers/markets.  
It is not immediately obvious why defenders do not suffer from the lack of 
cooperation in their business relationships, although this finding is in line with 
the suggestion of Miles and Snow who believed that cooperation is not the focus 
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of defenders (see Table 7.8). One interpretation is that defenders prosper 
through securing a stable position in the market. As such they primarily focus 
on cost-reduction strategies by maximising the organisational effectiveness (Lo 
and Wang 2007), optimising the efficiency of internal operations (Zahra and 
Pearce 1990) and improving the internal processes (Hambrick 1983).  
8.2.3. Con2iguration Model 1 from the mediation perspective 
The purpose of applying fit as mediation to the first configuration model was to 
investigate the mediating role of the seven relationship characteristics on the 
relationship between business strategy and both relationship and firm 
performance (see Section 7.6.3). As for the relationship performance model, 
findings from testing the pertinent hypothesis (i.e. H3a) provided evidence that 
the relationship between business strategy and relationship performance is 
only partially mediated by five of the seven relationship characteristics (i.e. 
interorganisational trust, affective commitment, cooperation, relationship 
speci<ic investment, and information sharing) (see Figure 7.4).  
This finding suggests that although strategic business units can realise the 
benefit of implementing a particular business strategy, by focusing on the 
abovementioned relationship characteristics, they can fully exploit the 
advantage of adopting a clear business strategy in improving relationship 
performance. The existence of interorganisational trust and affective 
commitment in business relationships with a cooperative nature gives rise to 
the internal fit between business strategy and relationship structure, which in 
turn enhances the relationship performance of the strategic business units. 
Such an internally consistent business relationship structure helps top 
managements to accurately implement the business strategy. 
In terms of the firm performance model, findings for the pertinent hypothesis 
(i.e. H3b) suggest that only cooperation and information sharing partially 
mediate the relationship between business strategy and firm performance (see 
Figure 7.5). Results of empirically testing this hypothesis suggest that 
relationship characteristics have less direct impact on firm performance. This 
finding adds to the evidence supporting the existence of other intervening 
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mechanisms that mediate the correlation between relationship characteristics 
and firm performance. For example, Palmatier et al. (2007a) argued that from 
the relational norm perspective (Macneil 1980), relational norms fully mediate 
the relationship between trust and commitment on the one hand and firm 
performance on the other. They further argued that from a dependence 
perspective, organisational interdependence fully mediates the relationship 
between trust, commitment, and relationship specific investment on the one 
hand and firm performance on the other.  
However, findings from testing this hypothesis (i.e. H3b) suggest that strategic 
business units can benefit more from implementing a business strategy when 
they focus on cooperation and information sharing in developing business 
relationships. The implications of this finding for top management of strategic 
business units are relatively straightforward. Top management often prefer to 
combine their efforts to build successful relationships which enables them to 
implement their business strategies. Cooperation from this perspective is a 
dominant sentiment that facilitates interfirm relationships. Furthermore, 
information sharing helps align expectations of parties involved in a business 
relationship. Consequently, strategic business units tend to proactively provide 
valuable information to their business customers (Heide and John 1992) in an 
attempt to foster trust (Moorman et al. 1993) and commitment and also to 
avoid conflict (Morgan and Hunt 1994).  
8.2.4. Con2iguration Model 1 from the covariation perspective 
Lastly, this study operationalised fit as covariation to examine the proposition 
that the coalignment of seven relationship characteristics together with 
business strategy are associated with relationship and firm performances (see 
Section 7.6.4). This hypothesis (i.e. H4) was tested through capturing the 
interdependence between independent constructs in the first configuration 
model. Results provide satisfactory fit indices in which the coalignment of 
relationship characteristics with business strategy strongly and significantly 
contributes to both relationship performance and overall performance (see 
Figure 7.7). This result con<irms that valuable interdependencies exist between 
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the seven relationship characteristics and business strategy. As such, it can be 
argued that the structure of business relationships should be in line with the 
requirements of a given business strategy. This finding also provides further 
confidence in the profile deviation results, which indicate that an internally 
consistent pattern of relationship structure that is in line with the 
implementation requirements of a given business strategy is more likely to 
result in superior performance.  
The implication of these findings is that the top management of strategic 
business units need to build and manage their business relationships in ways 
that are consistent and concurrent with their business strategy. Such a strategic 
coalignment among relationship characteristics and business strategy is 
described as a desirable property through which performance increases 
(Venkatraman 1990). From this vantage point, any one characteristic of 
business relationships is insufficient for effective strategy implementation. This 
finding is consistent with the literature in which effective business relationships 
require consistent and concurrent attention to all dimensions of relationship 
characteristics (as opposed to sporadic attention to some) (Fynes et al. 2008). 
Therefore, if the seven relationship characteristics are viewed as a 
parsimonious representation of evolving and managing business relationships, 
it can be argued that the strategic coalignment of these relationship 
characteristics together with business strategy are positively related to 
performance.  
This finding indicates that the complementary impact of business relationship 
characteristics as a set is stronger than their individual impact on performance 
(Lichtenthaler 2009). Nevertheless, it has to be admitted that the extent of prior 
empirical support for such a thesis has been limited to a few narrow domains 
including strategy-marketing organisation (Vorhies and Morgan 2003) and 
benchmarking marketing capabilities (Vorhies and Morgan 2005). The 
comprehensive review of strategy research using configuration theory was 
provided in Chapter 3.  
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8.3. Explanation of the 2indings for Configuration Model 2 
As discussed in Section 7.7, coalignment in this con<iguration model is simply 
viewed as the degree of adherence to an empirically derived ideal profile with 
the proposition that deviations from this ideal profile are negatively and 
significantly related to relationship performance (H5a) and firm performance 
(H5b) for any of the five resource acquisition strategy types. Similar to the first 
configuration model, in the first step the three assumptions of configuration 
theory were validated (see Section 7.7.3). Note that the <irst validation test was 
identical for the two configuration models and thus was not repeated for the 
second configuration model. However, the second assumption was validated 
with the results indicating that performance variation between cases in the 
dataset is not associated with RAS choice. As such it supports the equifinality 
assumption. An important implication of this finding is that there is no 
preferred resource acquisition strategy. Furthermore, all of these five resource 
acquisition strategy types can equally lead to superior performance. Such a 
finding is consistent with the findings of a substantial amount of research on the 
equifinality assumption (Day and Wensley 1988; Gresov and Drazin 1997). The 
last assumption of configuration theory proposes that within strategic group 
analysis provides more rigorous results. Confidence in the validity of this 
assumption was provided in the within-across regression models (see Table 
7.20) that indicate calibrating ideal pro<iles within RAS types increases the 
explanatory power of the results. For the relationship performance model, R2 
increased by .0115 (i.e. .531 - .416) and for the <irm performance model R2 
increased by .176 (i.e. .440 - .264) (see Table 7.20).  
After validating these assumptions, the main hypotheses (H5a and H5b) were 
tested (see Section 7.7.4). These hypotheses posit that the more similar 
configurations of business relationship characteristics are to those of the ideal 
for its given resource acquisition strategy type, the higher are both relationship 
performance and firm performance. Results of profile deviation regression 
models provide very strong support for both hypotheses. As for the relationship 
performance-based models, the total variances explained by the five regression 
models corresponding to the <ive RASs range from .527 to .621 (see Table 7.21). 
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For the firm performance-based models they are slightly lower and range from 
.436 to .510, which is theoretically expected as relationship characteristics have 
clearer outcome implications for relationship performance in comparison to 
firm performance.  
These results are in line with previous configuration studies (e.g. Hult et al. 
2006; Slater et al. 2007; Venkatraman 1990; Vorhies and Morgan 2005) and 
large enough to generalise from the findings. Overall, the result of examining 
the second configuration model from the profile deviation perspective indicate 
that for any of the five RAS types, strategic business units can significantly 
improve their performance outcomes through closely approximating the 
pattern of relationship structure manifested in the profile of top performers. 
These patterns for each of the five RASs are provided in Table 7.19. This table is 
used to identify the key relationship characteristics, which are stressed more 
within each RAS. The cut-off point used to identify the key relationship 
characteristics are calculated by taking the average of all scores. These 
calculations suggest the cut-off point of 6.5 for the relationship performance-
based ideal profile and suggest the cut-off point of 6.3 for the <irm performance-
based ideal pro<ile. Table 8.2 summarises the key relationship characteristics 
within resource acquisition strategy types. 
Table 8.2: Key relationship characteristics within resource acquisition strategy types 
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Interpersonal trust            
Interorganisational trust            
Affective commitment            
Behavioural commitment            
Cooperation            
Information sharing            
RSI            
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According to Table 8.2, strategic business units that pursue a money bonds 
strategy can enhance their relationship performance by focusing on 
interorganisational trust, affective commitment, and cooperation. These 
strategic business units can improve their firm performance by focusing on 
trust at different organisational levels, affective and behavioural commitment, 
and information sharing. High performing strategic business units that follow a 
money bonds strategy do not effectively manage relationship specific 
investments. One interpretation is that RSI involves investment of financial 
resources (Hallén et al. 1991) and therefore is avoided by these strategic 
business units.  
Well performing strategic business units that seek new markets, exhibit 
particular attention to behavioural commitment and cooperation in order to 
enhance their relationship performance. To achieve better firm performance, 
strategic business units additionally need to emphasise trust in building 
business relationships. They seem to stress information sharing and 
relationship specific investment less. It is suspected that sharing of information 
would help their competitors to swiftly follow them into new markets and thus 
is avoided by them. It is also suspected that investment in a particular 
relationship would diminish their available resources that are necessary for 
penetrating a new market and thus RSIs are also avoided by these strategic 
business units.  
Successful strategic business units that follow a utilisation bonds strategy relied 
on commitment to increase their relationship performance. In order to enhance 
their firm performance they additionally relied on trust and information 
sharing. It can be inferred that business relationships that are developed based 
on mutual trust and commitment between the two parties would enable them 
to utilise their services up to the highest capacity.  
The successful strategic business units that followed an intellectual bonds 
strategy relied heavily on interpersonal trust, behavioural commitment, 
cooperation and information sharing. One interpretation is that in order to gain 
skills and knowledge from business customers, managers should build 
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relationships that primarily focus on reciprocal cooperation. Sharing of 
information would also help to foster trust and commitment in business 
customers and to increase the willingness for exchanging knowledge.  
Interestingly, high performing strategic business units that follow a credibility 
bonds strategy seem to focus on every aspect of relationship. It can be argued 
that to consider a business customer as a sales reference, the strategic business 
unit must have developed an extremely successful business relationship with 
that customer. Therefore, top management of these strategic business units are 
required to enhance trust and commitment in their customers. Pertinent 
literature suggests that higher levels of trust and commitment are associated 
with higher levels of cooperation and communication (Palmatier et al. 2007a). 
Since credibility comes from the reputation of a partner whom the strategic 
business unit cooperates with, specific investment in such relationships can 
further increase the reputation (Arend 2009).  
8.4. Association between business strategy and resource acquisition 
strategy 
The last hypothesis that is examined in this study focused on the association 
between business strategy and resource acquisition strategy (see Section 7.8). 
Results of this test confirmed that resource acquisition strategy types are not a 
function of business strategy. The implication of this finding is that there exist 
no preferred or optimal resource acquisition strategies per se for any of the 
three business strategy types and thus every viable business strategy can adopt 
and implement any of the five resource acquisition strategies.  
This finding has another important managerial implication. While strategic 
business units are striving towards forming an optimum coalignment in their 
business relationship structure, they adopt different resource acquisition 
strategies reflecting their unique aspirations, needs, strengths, and weakness. 
Independent of resource acquisition strategies, strategic business units also 
adopt alternative business strategies. Since the results of examining the two 
configuration models confirmed the existence of different patterns of 
coalignment of the seven business relationship characteristics, it can be 
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concluded that there exist multiple equally effective routes to success in 
evolving and managing business relationships. These alternative effective 
routes to success are not dependent on a particular business strategy, or on a 
specific resource acquisition strategy; these two sets of strategies are 
independent of each other.  
8.5. Methodological juxtaposition of different 2it operationalisation 
This study revolves around a central assertion that strategic coalignment 
among the seven characteristics of business relationships and strategy (i.e. 
business strategy for the first configuration model and resource acquisition 
strategy for the second configuration model) is a desirable property for 
performance enhancement. Van de Ven and Drazin (1985) argued that studies 
should be designed in ways that allow comparative evaluation of as many forms 
of fit as possible. This study subscribed to the call for the use of multiple 
approaches to operationalising the concept of fit. Previously, several studies 
adopted multiple approaches to fit (e.g. Kabadayi et al. 2007; Payne 2006; Van 
de Ven and Drazin 1985; Venkatraman 1990).  
For example, Kabadayi et al. (2007) and Payne (2006) adopted cluster analysis 
and profile deviation, Van de Ven and Drazin (1985) adopted fit as selection, 
interaction, and system, and Venkatraman (1990) adopted fit as interaction, 
profile deviation and covariation. This study widened the scope and examined 
four alternative approaches to fit consisting of profile deviation, moderation, 
mediation, and covariation. It has to be mentioned that according to 
Venkatraman (1990) the use of multiple approaches to <it for examining a 
configuration model is valid but comparison of the utility of each of these 
statistical techniques is only valid when the study uses ‘the same data set’ (Tosi 
and Slocum 1984; Van de Ven and Drazin 1985). Given that this study used ‘the 
same data set’ to examine the two configuration models through alternative fit 
specifications, the methodological juxtaposition of these fit specifications are 
consequently valid and reliable.  
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As presented in this chapter, the results were not completely consistent across 
the four different operationalisation methods. Indeed, the two classical 
approaches to fit, i.e. moderation and mediation, did not fully support the 
pertinent hypotheses, whereas the two neo-classical approaches to fit, i.e. 
profile deviation and covariation, supported their pertinent hypotheses very 
strongly. Although the literature indicates that fit as moderation is the 
dominant approach in strategic and marketing research, with the variables of 
organisational dimensions conditioning the adaptation-performance 
relationship (Hultman et al. 2009; Venkatraman 1989), this approach to fit has 
been criticised for its limitation in considering only one variable at a time 
(Bozarth and McDermott 1998). Venkatraman (1989) also argued that <it as 
mediation is less precise than the fit as moderation model.  
Several researchers also contended that the linearity assumption of these two 
approaches comes from statistical techniques rather than the theory (Doty and 
Glick 1994; Miller 1981; Miller and Friesen 1984). Since operationalising fit as 
moderation and mediation were not fully supported in this study, it can be 
argued that had this study’s focus been restricted to the moderation and 
mediation perspectives, the conclusion would have been that the coalignment 
between the seven characteristics of business relationships and business 
strategy partially and very loosely lead to performance improvement. As such it 
strongly reinforces the previous calls for adopting multiple fit 
operationalisation to test the robustness of the results (Tosi and Slocum 1984; 
Van de Ven and Drazin 1985; Venkatraman 1990).  
The present study explicitly followed this approach. Confidence in the 
appropriateness of applying multiple perspectives within a single piece of 
research is achieved given that the four perspectives employed in this study 
provide insights pertinent to the non-overlapping nature of the form of 
coalignment (Venkatraman 1990). The profile deviation used empirically 
derived referents to examine whether the degree of adherence to the ideal 
profiles can enhance performance; the moderation perspective specified the 
joint effects (i.e. interactions) of business strategy with the seven relationship 
characteristics; the mediation perspective examined the impacts of relationship 
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characteristics as an intervening mechanism that mediate the relationship 
between business strategy and performance; and lastly covariation modelled 
the level of internal consistency between the seven relationship characteristics 
and business strategy and the impact of such a consistency on performance.  
The implicit justification of using these four perspectives is provided in Chapter 
3, where the four alternative conceptualisations of <it were not illustrated as 
competing models, but rather depicted as complementary. Results of this study 
clearly provide strong support for the profile deviation and covariation 
approaches to fit. Venkatraman (1989) considered the covariation perspective 
as complementary to the profile deviation approach. This is because fit as 
profile deviation considers the simultaneous impact of relationship 
characteristics on performance constructs, while fit as covariation stresses the 
interdependency of relationship characteristics in their alignment with 
business strategy. Findings of this study strongly suggest that researchers 
should consider using both approaches to measuring fit as complementary tests 
for future research in configuration theory, rather than using them 
interchangeably.  
8.6. Chapter summary 
This chapter primarily focused on presenting a detailed discussion of the two 
configuration models in this study. For the first configuration model, discussion 
revolved around the operationalisation of the fit from four alternative 
perspectives. In the first section, the results of utilising fit from each the four 
specifications of the coalignment (i.e. profile deviation, moderation, mediation, 
and covariation) were discussed separately. In the next section, the second 
configuration model was discussed from the fit as profile deviation perspective. 
Based on the results of examining the two configuration models, it is contended 
that concurrent and consistent attention to all the seven relationship 
characteristics is necessary for enhancing performance. Moreover, a profile 
deviation analysis revealed that business relationships’ contribution to a 
strategic business unit’s performance is greatest when it closely approximates 
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the profile of top performers operating under a similar business strategy as well 
as resource acquisition strategy types.  
Furthermore, the lack of association between business strategy and resource 
acquisition strategy was discussed and both managerial and scholarly 
implications were provided for this finding. Finally, discussion on the 
juxtaposition of alternative fit operationalisation was presented in this chapter. 
Overall, results of this study provide strong empirical support for two neo-
classical approaches to fit, i.e. profile deviation and covariation, while the two 
classical approaches to fit, i.e. moderation and mediation, loosely supported 
their pertinent hypotheses.  
 309 
 
This is that part of the earlier <igure 1.1 that is being addressed in the 
forthcoming chapter.  
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Chapter 9: Conclusions, limitations, and future research 
9.1. Introduction 
This study revolved around developing an understanding of how the different 
ways in which companies manage relationships with their most important 
group of customers depends upon their adopted business strategy as well as 
their relationship strategy. Hence, this study adds to the extant body of 
knowledge about why some strategic business units outperform others, which 
is a vital concern to researchers and managers alike. The core research 
questions guiding this study were:  
1. How does the confluence of relationship characteristics and business 
strategy types relate to relationship performance and firm performance?  
2. How does the confluence of relationship characteristics and relationship 
strategy types link to relationship performance and firm performance?  
2.1. What are the different relationship strategies? 
2.2. What is the association between business strategy and relationship 
strategy? 
2.3. What is the pattern of ideal coalignment of relationship 
characteristics for a given business strategy type? 
2.4. What is the pattern of ideal coalignment of relationship 
characteristics for a given relationship strategy type? 
3. Are the results consistent across four seemingly complementary 
perspectives of statistical modelling?  
In elaborating on these key research questions, two configuration models were 
developed and both qualitative interviews and a quantitative survey in the 
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United States service industries were carried out to examine these 
configuration models.  
A brief and explicit answer to each of the abovementioned research questions is 
provided in below.  
1. How does the confluence of relationship characteristics and business 
strategy types relate to relationship performance and firm 
performance?  
Adopting the fit as profile deviation approach confirmed that the 
closer the business relationship characteristics are to the ideal 
pattern for the firm’s business strategy type, the higher are both its 
relationship performance and ,irm performance (see Section 8.2.1). 
The internal logic among the interconnected and interdependent 
characteristics of business relationships is manifested through the 
strategic coalignment of these characteristics and thus an internally 
consistent pattern of relationship structure that is in line with the 
implementation requirements of a given business strategy is more 
likely to result in superior performance (see Section 8.2.4).  
2. How does the confluence of relationship characteristics and 
relationship strategy types link to relationship performance and firm 
performance?  
A strategic coalignment of the seven relationship characteristics and 
resource acquisition strategy is indeed a desirable property for 
performance enhancement. Leveraging business relationship 
characteristics in ways that are congruent with top performing 
strategic business units pursuing similar RAS, result in enhancing 
both relationship and ,irm performance (see Section 8.2.3).  
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2.1. What are the different relationship strategies? 
As discussed in Section 5.4.3, the in-depth content analysis of 
the transcribed interviews identified five mutually distinctive 
relationship strategies (termed resource acquisition 
startegies) behind building business relationships: Money 
Bonds, New Market Bonds, Utilisation Bonds, Intellectual 
Bonds, and Credibility Bonds. A further quantitative pretest 
with, with 311 full time and international executive MBA 
students at Manchester Business School supported the 
validity and reliability of this typology (see Section 5.5).  
2.2. What is the association between business strategy and 
relationship strategy? 
Performing an association test (see Section 7.8), this study 
confirmed that resource acquisition strategies are not a 
function of business strategy. As such, it can be argued that 
every viable business strategy can adopt and implement any 
of the five resource acquisition strategies (see Section 8.4).    
2.3. What is the pattern of ideal coalignment of relationship 
characteristics for a given business strategy type? 
It is shown in this study that the ideal pattern is not the same 
across strategic business units pursuing different business 
strategies. The ideal profile was developed following two 
different procedures. The quantitative ideal profiles are 
empirically derived from the dataset. In contrast the 
qualitative ideal profiles were obtained from the ‘original 
experts’ (i.e. Professor Raymond E. Miles and Professor 
Charles C. Snow). These processes are explained in Section 
7.6.1.1. The agreegate ideal pro,iles are provided in Table 8.1 
and their ,indings are discussed in Section 8.2.1.3.  
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2.4. What is the pattern of ideal coalignment of relationship 
characteristics for a given relationship strategy type? 
Since the pertinent literature was not sufficiently detailed to 
enable precise numerical scores to be estimated for each of 
the seven relationship characteristics, the ideal profile for 
each of the five RAS types was developed from the empirical 
dataset (see Table 8.2). This process is explained in Section 
7.7.1 and a comprehensive discussion of its ,indings is 
provided in Section 8.3. 
3. Are the results consistent across four seemingly complementary 
perspectives of statistical modelling?  
The results of analysisng the first configuration model were not 
completely consistent across the four different specifications of 
coalignment. The two classical approaches to fit, i.e. moderation and 
mediation, did not fully support the pertinent hypotheses, whereas 
the two neo-classical approaches to fit, i.e. profile deviation and 
covariation fully supported their pertinent hypotheses. A detailed 
discussion of this ,inding is provided in Section 8.5. 
Next, a more comprehensive summary of these findings will be presented. In 
addition, this chapter is aimed at highlighting the key scholarly findings and 
managerial implications of this study, which can be considered as evolving and 
upholding, and in a wider sense managing, business relationships. Following on 
that, the limitations of this research are discussed and directions for future 
research are suggested.  
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9.2. Summary of the 2indings 
9.2.1 Findings from the qualitative interviews 
For reasons described in Chapter 4, this study had to have ―and thus aimed to 
develop― a typology for classifying strategic business units’ relationship 
strategies (or, what in this research is termed “Resource Acquisition 
Strategies”). Integrating the interdependency concept of the IMP Group 
approach with the fundamental insights of resource-dependence theory (Pfeffer 
and Salancik 1978b), this study sought to qualitatively examine the concept of 
the relationship strategy based on different resource acquisition foci. For this 
purpose, a total number of thirty interviews were conducted with CEOs and 
other senior marketing managers from twenty companies in the UK 
(comprising twenty-four interviews) and four companies in the USA 
(comprising six interviews).  
In-depth content analyses of the interviews identified five mutually distinctive 
resource acquisition strategies (RAS) behind building business relationships. 
The first relates to financial resources, i.e. ‘to make as much money as possible 
from the portfolio of most important business relationships’. This RAS type is 
labelled as ‘money bonds’. The second RAS type is summarised as relating to 
market access, i.e. ‘whilst making money is important, firms focus on having 
relationships that help them to gain access to potentially new, large markets’. 
This RAS type is labelled as ‘new market bonds’. The third RAS type, labelled as 
‘utilisation bonds’, suggests that ‘whilst making money is important, firms also 
focus on having relationships that help them to utilise their asset capacity’. The 
fourth RAS, which is labelled as ‘intellectual bonds’, is articulated as ‘whilst 
making money is important, firms also focus on having relationships that help 
them to gain intellectual property and skills’. Finally, the last RAS type, which is 
labelled as ‘credibility bonds’, can be expressed as ‘whilst making money is 
important, firms also focus on having relationships that help them to build their 
credibility and reference sales’.  
In addition, the results of the interviews show that all these strategies imply an 
underlying aim of strategic profitability. As such, these results suggest that 
 315 
making money is not the pervasive and predominant strategy that firms adopt 
when engaging with their portfolio of most important business relationships, 
although it is inherent in any RAS. That is, gaining financial resources and 
making a profit is always part of the aim of building and upholding business 
relationships, but it may not be the paramount reason. Moreover, the original 
interviewees were surveyed about their perceptions of their dominant RAS, 
with the results indicating a considerable overlap between the researcher’s 
perceptions and the original interviewees’ assessments. This finding provided 
initial support for the validity of the RAS typology. Further confidence in the 
validity and reliability of this typology was provided by the pretest of 311 full 
time MBA and international executive MBA students (international managers 
from around the world with, on average, six years of work experience). The 
overall results of this pretest indicate that the five RAS types are mutually 
distinctive and that each strategic business unit can be identified with a 
dominant RAS type. 
9.2.2. Findings from the quantitative survey 
The survey was focused on the United States service industries, which are 
described as the largest, most important, and fastest growing industries in the 
United States (Ru<ín and Medina 2010). In addition, the service industries in the 
United States, characterised by a mature economy (Bharadwaj et al. 1993), are 
relatively fragmented, which provides a large portfolio of companies of varying 
sizes and characteristics for sampling purposes. A total of 658 usable responses 
(28.6% response rate) were collected from CEOs, chief marketing executives, 
and other senior marketing managers. These managers had an average work 
experience of around 9.2 years with their current strategic business units and 
approximately 12.5 years of customer facing experience, indicating that they 
were highly experienced and were likely to possess precious knowledge 
regarding their portfolio of most important business relationships.  
In addition, the strategic business units involved had been in business for an 
average of 31 years, ranging from a minimum of 2 to a maximum of 200 years. 
The average length of business relationships between the focal strategic 
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business unit and its group of most important business customers was 15.6 
years. These statistics indicated that the strategic business units had 
established good business relationships with their important customers, which 
allowed me to examine the two configuration models. In terms of the 
distribution of the sample by number of employees, the largest group of 
companies (36.2%) had less than 100 employees, whilst approximately 13.7% 
had more than 5000. Furthermore, about 37.3% of the companies had a 
turnover greater than $5 million. This sample is deemed large enough to make 
generalisations about these industries. 
9.2.2.1. Findings from the 2irst con2iguration model 
The first configuration model was aimed at examining the confluence of seven 
relationship characteristics (i.e. interpersonal trust, interorganisational trust, 
affective commitment, behavioural commitment, cooperation, information 
sharing, and relationship specific investments) and business strategy and the 
impact of their coalignment on both firm performance and relationship 
performance. The central assertion of this configuration model is that a 
strategic coalignment of the relationship characteristics and business strategy 
is a desirable property for performance enhancement.  
This proposition was evaluated using four different, but seemingly 
complementary perspectives on statistical modelling, fit as profile deviation, 
moderation, mediation and finally covariation. The analysis and results 
provided strong empirical support for the two neo-classical approaches to fit 
(i.e. profile deviation and covariation), whereas the two classical approaches 
(i.e. moderation and mediation) loosely supported the corresponding 
proposition, thus raising critical methodological concerns relating to multiple 
perspectives of the statistical form of coalignment (Venkatraman 1990).  
Testing the hypotheses using fit as profile deviation, showed that the closer the 
business relationship characteristics are to the ideal characteristics for the 
firm’s business strategy type, the higher are its relationship performance and 
firm performance. In addition, qualitative-based analysis using ideal profiles 
provided by Miles and Snow (see Section 7.6.1.5.1), the insigni<icant results 
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using a random baseline benchmark (see Section 7.6.1.5.2), weighted 
regression tests (see Section 7.6.1.5.3) and sensitivity analyses, using one single 
best benchmark case (see Section 7.6.1.5.4) suggest that these <indings are 
robust (Vorhies and Morgan 2005).  
From a theoretical perspective, adopting fit as profile deviation allows us to 
identify the degree of coalignment and its performance implications (Meyer et 
al. 1993; Venkatraman 1989). Previous literature has called for the 
identification of the pattern of coalignment in addition to the degree of 
coalignment (Venkatraman 1990). This study responded to this call by 
performing ‘within strategic’ rather than ‘across strategic’ analysis and thus was 
able to identify the pattern of coalignment for each of the three strategic types 
(see Tables 7.9 and 8.1). These patterns are discussed in Section 8.2.1.3.  
In addition, this study provided strong empirical support favouring the 
utilisation of fit as profile deviation within each strategic type. Previous 
configuration research that adopted the fit as profile deviation approach also 
reported that within strategic group analyses are more robust (e.g. Anisimova 
and Mavondo 2010; Hughes and Morgan 2008; Hultman et al. 2009; Vorhies 
and Morgan 2003). It is contended in this study that the internal logic among 
the interconnected and interdependent characteristics of business relationships 
is manifested through the strategic coalignment of these relationships, and thus 
it is expected that this internal logic will not be the same across strategic 
business units pursuing different business strategies. These findings reinforce 
the findings of previous configuration research (e.g. Hult et al. 2006; 
Venkatraman 1990; Vorhies and Morgan 2003).  
Given that the degree of adherence to ideal profiles significantly affects the 
performance of strategic business units, this study modelled and empirically 
tested the existence of business strategy as a potential moderator/intervening 
mechanism that moderates/mediates the association between relationship 
characteristics and performance variables. The results indicate that the 
moderating effect is significant for only a few of the relationship characteristics 
and the mediating effects are only partial. A discussion of these findings is 
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provided in Sections 8.2.2 and 8.2.3. The results of using fit as covariation 
support the results for fit as profile deviation, showing that a higher-order 
construct capturing the coalignment of the relationship characteristics has a 
positive, significant impact on performance. A discussion of this finding is also 
provided in Section 8.2.4.  
9.2.2.2. Findings from the second con2iguration model 
Against the theoretical background discussed in Chapters 3 and 4, and by 
incorporating the RASs developed in Chapter 5, the second con<iguration model 
was developed and tested in order to elaborate on how the confluence of the 
relationship characteristics and the relationship strategy affects the 
performance outcomes. The central proposition of this model is that a strategic 
coalignment of the relationship characteristics with the RAS considerably 
enhances performance.  
This configuration model was tested using the fit as profile deviation 
perspective, with the results providing strong support for the pertinent 
hypotheses (see Section 8.3). The results indicate that leveraging business 
relationship characteristics in ways that are congruent with ideal strategic 
business units pursuing similar RASs, yields superior results. In other words, 
the strategic business units most closely matching the benchmark business 
relationship profile for a given RAS, significantly outperformed the rest. This 
finding reinforces previous configuration research (e.g. Hult et al. 2006; 
Venkatraman 1990; Vorhies and Morgan 2003).  
Similar to the first configuration model, degrees and patterns of coalignment 
were identified for each of the five RAS types. The interpretation of the outputs 
is provided in Section 8.3. In addition to providing strong support in favour of 
testing the model within strategic types, this configuration model also supports 
the equifinality assumption (Gresov and Drazin 1997). As such, it implies that 
there is no preferred RAS type and that any of the five types is equally likely to 
lead to superior performance. 
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9.3. Contributions of this research  
9.3.1. Contribution to research 
The contributions of this research are five-fold. First, this study contributes to 
the extant literature by investigating how strategic business units with different 
business strategies adopt and implement alternative forms of business 
relationships with their counterparts. Extensive research in the business-to-
business relationship management literature acknowledges the existence of 
different types of business relationships, stemming from different relationship 
strategies (Cannon and Perreault 1999; Jap and Ganesan 2000). 
Notwithstanding the significant literature on the impact of the nature of 
business relationships on the achievement of superior performance (Cannon 
and Homburg 2001; Fynes et al. 2008; Kalwani and Narayandas 1995; Reimann 
et al. 2010), the interplay between business relationships and business strategy 
has received extremely scant attention (Reimann et al. 2010). Kothandaraman 
and Wilson (2000) argue that our knowledge about the contribution of factors 
internal to strategic business units to the success of the business relationship is 
very limited because most of the literature on relationship marketing has rarely 
looked within the focal firm. Addressing this gap would invoke a contingency 
perspective. Therefore one important contribution to the pertinent literature 
would be to investigate the role of strategy in the success of building and 
maintaining business relationships. This study therefore aimed at addressing 
this gap by incorporating a contingency perspective to understand the 
coalignment of relationship structure vis-à-vis both relationship strategy and 
business strategy and to link such a coalignment to the performance of the firm. 
Results of this study provide the first empirical support for the existence of 
interrelationships between both business strategy and relationship strategy 
decisions on the one hand, and the structure of business relationships on the 
other. This study also finds strong support for previously untested relationships 
between relationship strategy - business strategy interplay and both 
relationship performance and firm performance.  
Following the contingency approach gave rise to the second contribution of this 
research i.e. configuration assessment of the fit between relationship structure 
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and both business strategy and relationship strategy. To the best of the 
researcher’s knowledge, this study is the first to apply the concept of 
configuration theory to the business relationship literature (Oerlemans and 
Knoben 2010; Zaefarian et al. 2010b). Although there have been substantial 
research efforts placed on relationship marketing as a distinct body of 
knowledge, there is a dearth of research on a configurational view of the 
business relationships. While the critical importance and advantage of 
configuration theory to the management and strategic literature has been long 
recognised, the apparent benefits of this theory have been neglected in other 
area of research. Hence, the application of this theory and in a broader sense 
use of the organizational configurations concept beyond organization theory 
and strategy is extremely limited. 
While configuration theory has been used recently in the general marketing 
literature (Kabadayi et al. 2007; Olson et al. 2005; Vorhies and Morgan 2005; 
Vorhies and Morgan 2003), these studies merely examine internal 
organisational characteristics and marketing capabilities in consumer markets, 
while this study is the first to apply configuration theory to the business 
marketing context, specifically to understanding relational marketing activities 
and their interaction with different strategic intents. Thus, the current study 
widened the scope and provided sufficient evidence for the appropriateness of 
this theory to the study of business relationships. Findings of this research 
support the configuration perspective, which posits that an internal 
coalignment between relationship structure and strategies leads to improved 
performance. This finding suggests that organisation theory based fit-
performance relationships are essential in the study of business relationships 
and in the relationship marketing explanations of relationship performance. As 
such, this study reinforced the conclusion of Short et al. (2008) that 
configuration theory has the potential to shed new light on diverse phenomena. 
From this perspective, configuration theory can open new avenues in better 
understanding the nature of business relationships and their impact on 
business performance.  
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The third contribution of this research is the reification of a typology for the 
study of relationship strategies, what in this study is termed ‘resource 
acquisition strategies’. This part of the research therefore contributes to the 
business relationship and business marketing literature by identifying potential 
strategic intents behind building and maintaining business relationships. 
Against the interdependency concept of the IMP Group approach and the 
fundamental insights of the resource-dependence theory (Pfeffer and Salancik 
1978b), this study is the first to qualitatively explore and reify the concept of a 
relationship strategy based on different resource acquisition foci. The typology 
developed encompasses five mutually distinctive resource acquisition strategy 
types. This typology is quantitatively tested for its validity and reliability using 
two distinctive sample data. The development of this typology provides a 
unique contribution to this research in terms of understanding relational 
strategies of firms to get access to rare, and strategically valuable resources of 
their customers in the context of the portfolio of all important business 
interactions of a focal company.  
Fourth, this study adds to the body of knowledge about the degrees and 
patterns of coalignment between the developed RAS types and business 
relationship characteristics. As such, this study characterises the structure and 
nature of each RAS type vis-à-vis relationship characteristics. In the same vein, 
this study identified ideal patterns of coalignment between relationship 
structure and business strategy. Usually, the problem with applying 
configuration theory to a given context is that there are few domains in which 
accumulated knowledge is sufficiently detailed to enable precise numerical 
estimates regarding the pattern of ideal profile across multiple dimensions of 
the complex phenomena under study. This study therefore used empirically 
derived ideal profiles with the results suggesting that the ideal profile is 
completely accurate. As such, the present study contributed to the body of 
knowledge by providing the exact numerical estimates for ideal profiles, which 
can be used as a reference for future research in this field.  
Fifth, despite the existence of many contributions to configuration research in 
strategic and management literature, as the results of the meta-analysis indicate 
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(see Section3.3), a signi<icant number of scholars have incorporated merely one 
approach to fit (e.g. Hughes and Morgan 2008; Hult et al. 2006; Vorhies and 
Morgan 2003). This study has answered previous calls for the utilisation of 
multiple specifications of coalignment, to test the robustness of the results (Van 
de Ven and Drazin 1985; Venkatraman 1990). Following this approach gave rise 
to another unique contribution of this research, which is the juxtaposition of 
alternative fit approaches. From this perspective, this study provided a basis 
that enabled comparison among alternative forms of fit with the view to 
understand which of the forms works best in what context. This contribution is 
explained in more details in Section 9.3.3.   
9.3.2. Theoretical contributions 
This study adds to the body of knowledge about why some strategic business 
units outperform others. Most organisation theory answers to this question are 
heavily grounded in the contingency view that fit between business relationship 
structure and both business strategy and relationship strategy determines 
performance outcome. In explaining why some business relationships are 
better suited to their strategic intents, organization theorists have posited the 
importance of considering relationship configurations; involving a number of 
highly complex multidimensional constellations of conceptually distinct and 
mutually reinforcing characteristics of relationship structure, relationship 
strategy, and business strategy that commonly coalign together. Overall, the key 
findings of this research strongly emphasise the importance of a concurrent and 
consistent attention to the different characteristics of business relationships and 
to the coalignment of these business relationship characteristics with both 
business strategy and resource acquisition strategy, in order to enhance 
performance.  
As such, it contributes to the body of knowledge, including the business 
marketing literature in providing possible explanations as to why some 
interfirm relationships are more successful than others, i.e. it provides some 
understanding of the boundary conditions of relational marketing activities. 
Grounded in the concept of configuration theory, this study analysed the 
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organisational structures and characteristics of business relationship 
management best suited to different business strategies and different resource 
acquisition strategies. In this way, it has emulated and contributed to the 
existing literature on configurations in the strategy and business relationship 
management areas (Miller 1986; Miller 1996; Venkatraman and Prescott 1990). 
The significant negative coefficient of a deviation from the benchmark business 
relationship profile and the large total variance explained by each of the 
relationship performance dependents and the firm performance dependents in 
the regression models, indicate the existence of potential performance benefits 
from successfully benchmarking business relationships (Vorhies and Morgan 
2005). This is an exclusive contribution of the profile deviation approach in the 
configuration theory based research. Findings from applying profile deviation 
approach to this study suggest that the degree of adherence to the ideal profile 
is significantly and positively related to performance. This can clearly explain as 
to why some business relationships work better than others. The answer to this 
question lies with the fundamental findings of this approach to fit: greater 
internal alignment around a particular (i.e. ideal) business relationship 
structure is associated with higher performance. This is an important finding 
given that service firms have always been relationship oriented (Grönroos 
1995) and thus improving the relationship performance by coaligning elements 
of relationship structure with those of relationship strategy and business 
strategy could significantly improve the firm’s overall performance.   
From a resource dependence theory perspective, this study introduced five 
mutually distinctive RAS types, and thus provided new insights into the 
relationship strategy literature. From this vantage point, the present study is 
the first to develop a typology for the strategic intent behind the portfolio of 
strategic business relationships of a firm, and therefore provides important 
avenues for further research in strategic relationship marketing. Given that the 
literature on relationship strategies as part of the IMP approach focuses on the 
interactive nature of these relationships, this research endeavoured to study 
how a focal firm coordinates and matches its strategic intents behind a portfolio 
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of the most important business relationships with its strategic partners in the 
longer term.  
More importantly, the results of the two configuration models offer the first 
empirical support for the existence and significant performance impact of 
interdependency among the seven relationship characteristics, as well as their 
coalignment with business and resource acquisition strategies. The clear 
theoretical implication of this finding is that strategic business units do not 
establish superiority in only one aspect of their business relationships. It also 
indicates that successful business relationships can be seen as strategic 
resources in themselves, and are extremely difficult to emulate and hence a 
potential source of competitive advantage (Barney 1991; Barney and Arikan 
2001).  
The covariation analyses for testing the configuration model 1 provide the first 
empirical support for relationship marketing theory conceptualisation of 
relationship structure-business strategy fit. The analyses suggest that over a 
long period of time, relationship structure and business strategy do not change 
independently of one another. This research finding offers some insight for the 
researchers into how internal factors such as the strategy of the firm could 
impact relationship marketing efforts. The current research suggests that 
studies of relationship marketing related phenomena such as marketing 
strategy decision making need to consider and account for business strategy of 
the focal firm. Moreover, the interdependency among the seven relationship 
characteristics, suggests that, with limited resources available to allocate to 
each business relationship, top management should consider the patterns of 
ideal business relationships that are pertinent to each business 
strategy/resource acquisition strategy. Therefore, to explain the performance of 
strategic business units, business marketing theory should explicitly consider 
the interdependencies among the different characteristics of business 
relationships.  
This study also contributes to the literature by empirically supporting the 
proposition that strategic business units can benchmark against competitors 
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operating with similar strategic intentions (Day 1994). Since this study utilised 
empirically derived ideal profiles from the conditions associated with high 
performers within each business or resource acquisition strategy, these profiles 
provide novel empirical insights into the patterns of successful business 
relationships.  
9.3.3. Methodological contributions 
In terms of fit operationalisation, this study employed four alternative 
normative approaches to fit, each of which had unique implications for how the 
interplay among elements of relationship structure and those of business or 
relationship strategy are conceptualised. The fit literature suggests the use of 
multiple approaches for examining a configuration model (Van de Ven and 
Drazin 1985). To answer to this call, this study applied fit as profile deviation, 
fit as moderation, fit as mediation, fit as covariation. These four alternative 
forms of fit are appropriate to be applied within a single piece of research given 
that these four perspectives provide insights pertinent to the non-overlapping 
nature of the form of coalignment (Venkatraman 1990). The pro<ile deviation 
examined the degree of adherence to an ideal form and links it to performance; 
moderation examined the interaction effects of business strategy and 
relationship structure; mediation examined the existence of relationship 
structure as an intervening mechanism between business strategy and 
performance outcome; and covariation examined the level of interdependency 
among sub-elements of relationship structure and business strategy.  
Since the four alternative forms of fit that were applied in this study used the 
same data set, comparison of the utility of each of these statistical techniques is 
completely valid and reliable (Tosi and Slocum 1984; Van de Ven and Drazin 
1985). Hence the methodological juxtaposition of these fit specifications 
provided a unique contribution to this study.  
The findings of this research provide sufficient evidence for the 
appropriateness of conceptualising fit as profile deviation and fit as covariation. 
Fit as profile deviation is most useful for considering the simultaneous impact 
of different constructs within the model (Venkatraman 1989). Although this 
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approach has been successfully adopted in the marketing literature (e.g. 
Vorhies and Morgan 2005; Vorhies and Morgan 2003), this study is the first to 
apply it within the relationship marketing and business marketing literature. In 
addition, this study successfully operationalised fit as covariation and provided 
strong evidence to reinforce Venkatraman’s (1989) suggestion that this 
approach to fit is complementary to fit as profile deviation. This is because fit as 
profile deviation considers the simultaneous impacts of relationship 
characteristics on performance constructs, whereas fit as covariation stresses 
the interdependency among relationship characteristics regarding their 
coalignment with business strategy. Therefore, this study strongly suggests that 
researchers in configuration theory consider using both approaches to 
measuring fit as complementary tests, rather than using them interchangeably. 
9.4. Implications for managers 
The central finding and key argument of this study is that leveraging business 
relationship characteristics in ways that are in line with ideal cases operating 
with similar strategic intentions yields superior relationship performance, and 
subsequently leads to higher firm performance. Different managerial and 
scholarly implications can be drawn from these findings. From a managerial 
perspective, this study provides guidance regarding the best performing 
configurations of relationship structure for each business strategy type (see 
Table 7.9) as well as for each RAS type (see Table 7.19). The degree of 
adherence to these ideal configurations of business relationship structure is 
shown in this study to have a significant, positive association with the 
performance of the business relationships and also the performance of the 
strategic business unit as a whole. Based on this knowledge, managers will be 
able to fine tune their implementation of each relationship characteristic for 
any given business strategy or RAS type and significantly improve their 
relationship performance as well as their firm performance. However, findings 
of this study also suggest concurrent and consistent attention to the different 
characteristics of business relationships. This is because relationship structure 
is seen as a set of complex multidimensional constellations of conceptually 
distinctive and mutually reinforcing characteristics that commonly coalign 
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together. Therefore, ideal configurations provided in this study could be seen as 
a strategic road map for managers who endeavour to develop successful 
business relationships.  
In addition to providing new theory building insights, the empirically-derived 
ideal con<igurations of relationship structures (Table 7.9 and 7.19) provide 
some guidance for managers as to the extent to which they should stress each 
aspect of business relationships. For example, the findings suggest that only 
those strategic business units pursuing an analyser strategy should focus on 
idiosyncratic investments on their business relationship with their strategic 
customers. Hence, for strategic business units that not pursuing an analyser 
strategy, specific investments in relationships with strategic customers is not 
necessary and, because these investments are time consuming and costly in 
nature, they could have a negative impact on the performance outcome of these 
firms.  In addition, relationship specific investments are only appropriate for 
strategic business units when gaining credibility is the dominant intent behind 
building business relationships. Moreover, the findings of this study suggest 
that in exploring new markets, commitment and cooperation should be central 
to the firms’ behaviour.   
The results of this study indicate that in order to consider a business customer 
as a sales reference, the strategic business unit must have developed an 
extremely successful business relationship with that customer. This means that 
top management of the strategic business units pay attention to many different 
aspects of the relationship. Therefore, it can be argued that following the 
credibility bond strategy requires considerable effort and for those companies 
with limited resources available to allocate to each business relationship, this 
strategy is extremely hard to pursue. However, once such a successful business 
relationship is developed, it creates something that cannot be emulated by 
others. These kinds of relationship can be used as a seal of approval that 
enhances the reputation of the focal strategic business unit.  
In addition, the findings of this study revealed the value of a benchmarking 
process, through which the top management of strategic business units can 
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leverage the characteristics of their business relationships to closely follow the 
high performers in their field. By utilising the fit as profile deviation 
perspective, this study provided new insights into how the top management of 
strategic business units can benchmark their business relationships to achieve 
superior relationship performance and consequently enhance their firm 
performance. By focusing on the characteristics of their business relationships, 
rather than the observed outcomes, and using high performers as a reference, 
the profile deviation approach will enable the top management of strategic 
business units to calibrate various aspects of their business relationships 
(Vorhies and Morgan 2005). This study proves that such a stepwise procedure 
could considerably enhance the performance of the firm. 
Indeed the use of fit as profile deviation is highly consistent with the 
benchmarking process through which the top management of strategic business 
units search among competitors pursuing similar strategies in order to identify 
the top performer(s) in the industry and then try to identify the underlying 
organizational characteristics that enhance business performance. 
Consequently, they try to identify the gaps between their current situation and 
that of the ideal firms, and develop strategies for closing these gaps. From this 
vantage point, the findings of this study can help top management to conduct 
benchmarking studies of the management of the business relationships in their 
strategic business units, in terms of beneficial attitudes and behaviours that 
need to be implemented or fostered. One major challenge for managers 
involved in benchmarking studies is to identify the criteria that they should use 
in identifying benchmark cases (i.e. top performers). This study supports the 
use of relationship performance, firm performance, relationship satisfaction, 
and relationship quality to select high performing strategic business units to 
serve as benchmark cases.  
Another challenge for managers involved in benchmarking studies is to identify 
the method they should use to accurately measure each of the underlying 
organizational characteristics that enhance business performance of the top 
performers. Both empirically derived ideal profiles and the qualitative ideal 
profiles provided by theorists have been shown in this study to be accurate for 
 329 
benchmarking purposes. Thus where managers’ knowledge is not sufficiently 
detailed to provide precise numerical estimates across all pertinent underlying 
organizational characteristics, they can rely on empirically derived ideal profile, 
the procedure that is explained in this research.   
Profile deviation is a practical and useful tool for measuring the gaps between 
the existing strategic business unit and the benchmark case and also for linking 
the degree of adherence (i.e. deviation or misfit) to the performance outcome. 
Furthermore, the results of the validation tests for the two configuration 
models indicate that a valuable interdependency exists between the seven 
relationship characteristics. The managerial implication of this finding is that 
strategic business units should not target superiority in only one aspect of their 
business relationships. This study indicates that managers need a balanced 
focus on the structure of their business relationships while considering the 
strategic intent behind building these relationships. For instance, top managers 
of strategic business units should avoid building relationships in which they 
have complete trust in their business customers while they are suffering from a 
lack of reciprocal commitment and cooperation from their customers. Also, as 
shown in Tables 7.9 and 7.19, none of the identi<ied ideal con<igurations of 
relationship structures are based on a single determining characteristic of 
business relationships. Thus, the suggestion of this study to the customer facing 
managers would be to focus on factors other than trust or commitment alone. 
This study has another unique implication for managers that, in conducting 
benchmarking studies, the relationship characteristics should be examined as 
an integrated set, rather than modelled independently (Vorhies and Morgan 
2005). This <inding is reinforced by the results of using <it as covariation, in 
which the higher-order factor that captured the covariation among the seven 
relationship characteristics had a positive, strong, and significant relationship 
with the performance variables.  
However, with benchmarking studies, the fundamental questions that arise are 
whether a strategic business unit should look at companies operating with 
similar strategic intentions (business strategy as well as resource acquisition 
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strategy), and whether it should identify a single top performing company or a 
group of ideal firms. This issue has always been a critical issue for managers. 
The findings of the configuration models in this study clearly show that 
although the across-strategy analysis would significantly improve performance, 
nevertheless within-strategy analyses yield superior results. The immediate 
insight from this finding for managers is that where possible, a strategic 
business unit should benchmark against top performer strategic business units 
following the same business strategy or resource acquisition strategy. 
This study also assessed the impact of choosing single versus multiple ideal 
strategic business units to form the ideal profile, with the results providing 
evidence that the explanatory power of a single benchmark case is only slightly 
better than that of multiple benchmark cases. Vorhies and Morgan (2005) 
argued that choosing the appropriate single best-performing firm is crucial in 
the benchmarking process. Since the results of this research indicate that the 
total variance explained by the regression models in the two alternative 
approaches (i.e. single versus multiple company) are very similar and the 
differences are negligible, the present study strongly advocates forming ideal 
profiles from a group of best-performing firms within each strategy type, rather 
than a single company. Identifying the single best performer is a real challenge 
to top management and carries inherent risk, while a multiple company 
approach mitigates against choosing an inappropriate company. 
The results of this study further indicate that weighting the individual 
relationship characteristics by their impact on relationship performance or firm 
performance does not add much more insight to that provided by the original 
models. However, the study suggests that, where possible, the top management 
of strategic business units should evaluate the extent to which this proposition 
holds true for benchmarking studies in other content-focused areas.  
Once the gap between themselves and the benchmark is identified, the 
pertinent literature suggests that the top management should share the findings 
within their strategic business unit in order to develop a mature and common 
understanding, develop gap-closing strategies, and map and execute the 
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improvement process (Day 1994; Vorhies and Morgan 2003). Finally, top 
management are advised to monitor the outcomes of this approach by assessing 
relationship performance as well as taking on board feedback from business 
customers in order to further enhance the initial improvements.  
Finally, the findings of this study also suggest that there is no preferred 
business strategy or resource acquisition strategy type. The top management of 
strategic business units should always strive towards forming ideal business 
relationships by adopting a business strategy and a resource acquisition 
strategy that reflect the business unit’s unique aspirations, needs, strengths, 
and weaknesses. From this perspective, the findings of this study clearly 
indicate that there are different but equally effective routes to success in 
building and upholding business relationships. These alternative effective 
routes to success are not dependent on a particular business strategy type, or 
on a specific resource acquisition strategy. Indeed every viable strategy type, 
both on a business level and resource acquisition level, would lead to superior 
performance when the structure of a business relationship fits highly with the 
implementation requirements of the given strategy. This implies that in 
developing business relationships, top management should carefully consider 
the fit with their own strategic intent.  
9.5. Limitations of this research 
Despite its extensive contribution and both managerial and theoretical 
implications, this study has some unavoidable limitations. I acknowledge 
several that are due to trade-off decisions made when designing the study. The 
first comes from the country-specific effects in the survey data. This study 
focused exclusively on the service industries in the United States when 
examining the two configuration models. The particularity of the research 
setting limits the generalisability of the findings to markedly different 
populations, given the competitive, environmental, and cultural differences that 
exist between industries and countries (Hughes and Morgan 2008).  
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The second limitation stems from the angle taken in both the interviews and the 
survey. This study concentrated explicitly on the seller’s side of the buyer-seller 
relationship, on the basis of their perception of the characteristics of the most 
important business relationships they had with their counterparts. Thus, it 
remains unknown to what extent the buyers’ views are consistent with those of 
the sellers. Previous studies that collected dyadic data have reported several 
practical problems in data collection that can dramatically decrease the 
response rate (Weitz and Jap 1995). Therefore, while it was tempting to include 
this angle in the research, the decision was made to avoid collecting dyadic data 
(e.g. Anderson and Weitz 1992; Heide and John 1992; Selnes and Sallis 2003).  
Third, a single key informant approach was adopted, as opposed to the multiple 
informant approach, to generate the data for both the independent and 
dependent variables. Although several procedural remedies were considered to 
minimise the potential effects of common method bias, for example, careful 
attention was paid in selecting well-qualified key informants to provide the 
data, and also different statistical tests were used and indicated that common 
method bias was not problematic in this research, most scholars have a 
tendency towards adopting a multiple informant approach (e.g. Weitz and Jap 
1995). Previous research indicates that the single informant approach can also 
result in generating reliable data (e.g. Anderson and Weitz 1992; Heide and 
John 1992; Selnes and Sallis 2003). Nevertheless, this is acknowledged as a 
possible limitation.  
The fourth limitation relates to the development of resource acquisition 
strategies (RAS). Although the results presented in Chapter 5 provide evidence 
of significant differences between RAS types, further post hoc analysis of the 
pair-wise comparison reveals that two of the pairs are not significantly different 
from each other. Hence, I acknowledge this as a limitation of this research and 
suggest a further investigation of this matter is needed, specifically regarding 
the characteristics of possible hybrid RAS. On the other hand, the statistical 
tests reveal that each of the single-item RAS Likert scales successfully predict 
the related strategy type. This provides an indication that the five RAS types are 
in fact mutually distinctive. However, because a self-typing method was used to 
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allocate a unique RAS type to each strategic business unit, a certain degree of 
method bias may be present. Therefore, this can be considered as a potential 
limitation despite the fact that many researchers advocate such an approach 
(e.g. Hughes and Morgan 2008; McKee et al. 1989; Slater and Olson 2000; 
Vorhies and Morgan 2003).  
Fifth, from an ideal profile perspective, the business marketing literature is not 
sufficiently detailed to provide evidence of the fit between the types of business 
strategy identified in the literature and the characteristics of the business 
relationships, nor do they provide numerical indications for each aspect of the 
business relationships that can lead to higher performance. Therefore, the ideal 
profiles in this study were developed from an empirical dataset, and thus can be 
considered as a potential limitation, even though this approach is valid and has 
been used frequently in domains in which the pertinent literature is not able to 
provide theory-driven ideal profiles (Bagozzi et al. 1991; Phillips 1981; 
Schwenk 1985). To test the robustness of this approach and following the 
suggestion of Doty et al. (1993) regarding experts’ opinions on ideal pro<iles, I 
also assessed the impact of using theory-based normative ideal profiles defined 
by original theorists, i.e. Professors Miles and Snow. The results corroborated 
the original findings of the empirically derived ideal profiles.  
Sixth, whilst configuration theory assumes that the underlying organizational 
characteristics can be aligned with certain business strategies to achieve 
superior results, some scholars advocate the idea that a business strategy is the 
outcome of a firm’s dynamic capability. From this vantage point, dynamic 
capabilities are the drivers of a firm’s performance (Hughes and Morgan 2008), 
and thus business strategy, as the outcome of these dynamic capabilities, is 
subject to change (e.g. Hughes and Morgan 2008; McKee et al. 1989; Slater and 
Olson 2000; Vorhies and Morgan 2003). In addition, although the present study 
adopted a cross-sectional design, which is completely consistent with existing 
configuration research, dynamic models of fit are still lacking (e.g. Hughes and 
Morgan 2008; Venkatraman 1990; Vorhies and Morgan 2003). As such, this 
study did not observe the performance impacts of fit over time. Therefore, it 
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remains unknown whether the patterns of ideal profiles will remain constant 
over a longer time frame.  
9.6. Future research 
There are several potential directions for future research. The first relates to 
conducting similar studies with a focus on other industries and countries, 
through which the first limitation of this research would be addressed. 
Extending this study to other research settings and contexts (which may 
provide further insights) will test the robustness of this study through clarifying 
the extent to which the findings of this study are generalisable (Barlow and 
Jashapara 1998).  
To address the second limitation mentioned above, future research could focus 
on the buyers’ side of the buyer-seller relationship. Understanding the buyers’ 
perspective could potentially provide fresh insights that may help to explain the 
unique patterns of coalignment that exist among the business relationship 
characteristics and each of the three business strategy types.  
As for the RAS typology, future research could study this typology in more 
detail in order to characterise the structure and nature of each RAS type. With a 
better understanding of this, future studies could focus on a reification of this 
typology through empirically examining its validity and reliability when used 
with multi-item scales.  
Another important research question relates to investigating how firms identify 
the portfolio of most important business relationships and why they are 
inclined towards a unique RAS for such a portfolio. Moreover, future research 
could also investigate the interaction between the RAS of a focal strategic 
business unit and those of its strategic partners. Given that the literature on 
relationship strategies as part of the IMP approach focuses on the interactive 
nature of these relationships, future research needs to study how a focal 
strategic business unit coordinates and ‘matches’ its strategic intents behind a 
portfolio of its most important business relationships with its strategic 
partners. Thus, further research on this topic could provide new insights into 
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how strategic business units adopt alternative relationship strategies in dealing 
with their counterparts and would also provide managerial implications for 
companies and help executives and decision makers to set their business 
relationship strategies in a way that is congruent with their business strategies 
and those of their counterparts.  
Moreover, business strategy in this research is operationalised using two 
mutually exclusive approaches (i.e. self-typing and multi-item Likert scale), 
which are exclusively designed to operationalise Miles and Snow’s (1978) 
business strategy types. Further research could take into account other 
typologies of business strategies, including Porter’s (1980) typology (e.g. 
Kabadayi et al. 2007), or the proposed hybrid models (e.g. Olson et al. 2005; 
Slater et al. 2010) to test whether the findings of this study are consistent with 
those using other typologies. 
The configuration approach and profile deviation method are new to the 
business relationship literature. This novelty has limited the flexibility of this 
research in terms of including other dimensions of configuration, such as 
environment and leadership, in the two models developed in this study. As for 
the business relationship dimension, this study is also limited to a few well 
established and extensively used characteristics of business relationships. 
Therefore, additional studies using some other important and complex 
characteristics of business relationships, and/or other dimensions of 
configuration could bring further insights into our understanding of business 
relationships.  
9.7. Chapter summary 
This chapter first summarised the findings derived from the qualitative 
interviews and the quantitative survey used in this research. Next, the 
contributions of this research were outlined. Following this, several managerial 
implications were proposed. Finally its major limitations were elaborated and 
directions for future research were suggested.  
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In summary, this study has made five main contributions. First, it explained 
how strategic business units with different business strategies adopt and 
implement various forms of business relationships with their counterparts. 
Second, it applied the concept of configuration theory to the business 
relationship literature. Third, it developed and validated a new typology for 
relationship strategies, termed ‘resource acquisition strategies’. Fourth, it 
illustrated the degrees and patterns of coalignment among the seven 
characteristics of business relationships and both the business strategy type 
and the developed RAS types. Fifth, it responded to the previous call for the 
utilisation of multiple specifications of coalignment, to test the robustness of the 
results (Venkatraman 1990). The findings have addressed the research 
questions delineated in Chapter 1. 
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Appendix A: Briefing 
  
 
 
 
Ghasem Zaefarian 
PhD Researcher in Marketing 
Marketing, International Business & Strategy Division 
Manchester Business School 
The University of Manchester 
Booth Street West  
Manchester M15 6PB     
+44 (0) 161 275 6441 
Ghasem.zaefarian@postgrad.mbs.ac.uk 
 
 
Doctoral Research Project  
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
Thank you for agreeing to an interview with me in support of my doctoral 
research at Manchester Business School.  
My research seeks to investigate the link between business strategy and 
different types of interfirm relationships in the context of professional services 
firms. Our interview will help develop my understanding of how managers deal 
with a portfolio of different customers. Specifically, the topics I wish to discuss 
with you include:  
1. the types of customers you deal with,  
2. the characteristics that make them different, and  
3. how managing these customer types varies.  
The findings of my research will help executives and decision makers 
implement their relationship strategies in a way that is congruent with their 
business strategies, thereby yielding superior performance. 
Past experience suggests that the interview will last approximately 25 to 30 
minutes. I will not be asking for any confidential information and all 
information provided will be treated anonymously. I am also very happy to 
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provide you with an executive summary of my key research findings once my 
research project has been completed.  
Should you have any questions or require further information prior to our 
meeting, please contact me at 0795 8403528 or via email 
ghasem.zaefarian@mbs.ac.uk. Alternatively, you may wish to contact my 
academic supervisors, Professor Peter Naudé (+44 161 275 7782/ 
Peter.Naude@mbs.ac.uk) and Professor Stephan C. Henneberg (+44 161 306 
3463/ Stephan.Henneberg@mbs.ac.uk.)  
Once again, thank you for agreeing to participate in my study. I look forward to 
meeting you.  
Sincerely, 
 
Ghasem Zaefarian 
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Appendix B: Interview guideline 
 
Introduce the research 
Introduce the purpose of the interview 
Assuring about the confidentiality of the data 
 
 
1- Can you please give us 3 examples of companies, which you have, a 
strategically very important relationship of different nature with 
each of them? The reason for this question is to open up discussion and 
see if they can spot on different type of relationships 
 
2- Why do you think these customers are extremely important for 
you?  
This question would help to identify the key factors and strategic reasons 
behind building relationships.  
 
3- Can you please describe the nature of each of these relationships? I 
am looking to see whether in their opinion there are (if any) certain 
characteristics of relationships that are bolded in each type of 
relationships 
 
4- Can you please explain the strategic intent behind building each of 
these strategically important relationships?  
This question would help to identify the strategic intent behind relationships.  
 
5- Which factors actually make the difference in the nature of 
described relationships? I am focusing on certain criteria that leads to 
particular type of relationships 
 340 
Appendix C: Questionnaire for full time MBAs 
Resource Acquisition Strategies 
This survey focuses on the last company in which you worked, and considers its 
most important group of customers.  In thinking of your company’s most 
important customer relationships, please answer to all questions.  
1. For approximately how many years has your company been doing business in 
general?        
   ……… years.  
2. Which industry does your company belong to?  
…………………………………………………………… 
3. What is the estimated number of employees that were working for your company? 
 Less than 100 
 100-500 
 501-1000 
 1001-5000 
 More than 5000 
4. What is the estimated percentage of total sales revenue your company made from 
sales to your most important customers? 
………% 
5. Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements. 
6. Which of these five paragraphs best describes your company in the context of 
1= totally disagree, 
4= neither agree nor disagree  
7= totally agree 
When I think of the main objective of the 
portfolio of our most important 
relationships, what describes it best is 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
A. to make as much money as possible        
B. whilst making money is important, we also 
focus on gaining access to a new /large market 
       
C. whilst making money is important, it is also 
about utilizing our product/service capacity  
       
D. whilst making money is important, it is also 
about gaining intellectual property/skills  
       
E. whilst making money is important, it is also 
about gaining  credibility  in the market place 
through having reference sales  
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your most important business customers? Please tick the relevant box. 
 Our company attempts to make as much money as possible from our most important 
relationships, and as such they are highly profitable. Due to the volume of the 
business that they do with us, they bring us a significant amount of money, and we 
cannot afford to lose them 
 Whilst making money from our most important business relationships is extremely 
important, we are also looking to gain access to a new /large market. We might not 
make a lot of money out of our most important business relationships, but these 
relationships are vastly most important to us because we can get access to other 
highly profitable markets through them.  
 Whilst making money from our most important business relationships is extremely 
important, we are also looking to utilize our product/service capacity. In fact 
utilizing our capacity is the reason to choose a particular relationship as our most 
important relationship.  
 Whilst making money from our most important business relationships is extremely 
important, we are also looking to gain intellectual property/skills. These skills are 
highly important to us and can be understood as a set of technologies and/or 
knowledge that our company is trying to posses through these relationships.  
 Whilst making money from our most important business relationships is extremely 
important, we are also looking to use them as a reference sale in order to gain 
credibility in the market place. We might not make a lot of money out of them, but 
having these customers is an important asset for us, and we will continue doing 
business with them, hoping for profit in the future that comes from the reputation of 
these customers. 
 
Please provide your further comments with regard to the main objective of the 
portfolio of our most important relationships in the box below:  
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7. Which of these three paragraphs best describes your company? Please tick the 
relevant box. 
 This business unit typically operates within a broad product-market domain that 
undergoes periodic redefinition. The business unit values being "first in" in new 
product and market areas even if not all these efforts prove to be highly profitable. 
This organization responds rapidly to early signals concerning areas of opportunity, 
and these responses often lead to a new round of competitive actions. However, this 
business unit may not maintain market strength in all areas it enters.  
 This business unit attempts to maintain a stable, limited line of products or services 
while moving quickly to follow a carefully selected set of the more promising new 
developments in the industry. This organization is seldom "first in" with new products 
and services. However, by carefully monitoring the actions of major competitors in 
areas compatible with its stable product-market base, this business unit can 
frequently be "second in" with a more cost-efficient product or service.  
 This business unit attempts to locate and maintain a secure niche in a relatively stable 
product or service area. The business unit tends to offer a more limited range of 
products or services than competitors, and it tries to protect its domain by offering 
higher quality, superior service, lower prices, and so forth. Often, this business unit is 
not at the forefront of developments in the industry. It tends to ignore industry 
changes that have no direct influence on current areas of operation and concentrates 
instead on doing the best job possible in a limited area.  
 
8. What is your job position? 
……………………………………………… 
9. For approximately how many years have you been working for this company?        
……… years. 
 
 
 
Thank you very much for your participation in this survey. Again, we would like 
to assure you that all your questions will be dealt with anonymously. 
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Appendix D: Questionnaire for international executive MBAs 
Understanding Business Relationships in the Professional Service 
Industry 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
Many thanks for agreeing to participate in our research project. 
This project investigates the business relationships between a strategic business 
unit and its group of most important customers. It is undertaken by Manchester 
Business School, the University of Manchester, United Kingdom. Over 600 top 
companies working in the professional services industry in the UK/US will be 
surveyed, and you have been selected because of your knowledge regarding your 
company's current activities and relationships with its group of most important 
customers. 
Please note that this study is for research purposes only, and all your answers will be 
treated as strictly confidential, i.e. we will not provide any other organisation with 
your information. However, we will provide you with aggregated feedback and an 
executive summary after we have analysed the data. 
We fully understand the demands on your time and we are very thankful for your 
help with this research project. The questionnaire will take about 20 minutes to 
complete. 
Note: There are no right or wrong answers; it is only your personal opinion on this 
topic that is important to us. The system allows for navigation between uncompleted 
pages to update your responses. Also, you can save your answers and exit/re-enter 
the survey at any time to update your responses. 
If you have any questions or comments about this project, please do not hesitate to 
contact me on +44-795-840-3528 or you can write to me at the following address: 
mIMP@mbs.ac.uk 
 
Alternatively, should you wish to contact either of my supervisors, their details are:  
Professor Peter Naudé (peter.naude@mbs.ac.uk) and Professor Stephan Henneberg 
(stephan.henneberg@mbs.ac.uk) 
Thank you very much for your help. 
Sincerely yours, 
----------------------------------- 
Ghasem Zaefarian 
Research Associate            
Manchester Business School  
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1. For approximately how many years has your strategic business unit been doing 
business? (in years)       
………. years. 
2. For approximately how long have you been doing business with your most important 
customers? (in years)    
………. years. 
3. What products or services does your strategic business unit mainly supply to your most 
important customers? 
  
4. What is the estimated turnover of your strategic business unit over the past year? 
 Under $100,000 
 $100,001 - $500,000  
 $500,001 - $5,000,000 
 $5,000,001 - $50million 
 Over $50million 
5. What is the estimated percentage of total sales revenue your strategic business unit 
made from sales to your most important customers? 
……….%.  
6. What is the estimated number of employees working for your strategic business unit 
over the past year? 
 Less than 100 
 100-500 
 501-1000 
 1001-5000 
 More than 5000 
Note: In this questionnaire, we would like you to consider your group of most important 
business customers. By this we mean that group of customers that are most crucial to the 
strategic business unit withing which you work. 
 
Part 1: This part includes some general questions about your company. Please fill in the 
blank spaces or tick the appropriate boxes. 
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1 = Strongly disagree;  
4= Neither agree nor 
disagree;  
7 = Strongly agree 
Section 1: Statements in this section are with regard to 
people you interact with from the group of your most 
important customers.  
Please tick one of the boxes on the scale from ‘strongly 
disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. My contact persons have always been fair in 
negotiations with me. 
       
8. I know how my contact persons are going to act. 
They can always be counted on to act as I expect. 
       
9. My contact persons are trustworthy.        
10. I have faith in my contact persons to look out for 
my interests even when it is costly to do so. 
       
11. I would feel a sense of betrayal if my contact 
persons’ performance were below my 
expectations. 
       
12. Though circumstances change, I believe that my 
contact persons will be ready and willing to offer 
me assistance and support.  
       
13. When making important decisions, my contact 
persons are concerned about my welfare. 
       
1 = Strongly disagree;  
4= Neither agree nor 
disagree;  
7 = Strongly agree 
Section 2: In this section, we would like you to 
think about these statements in the context of 
your business relationships with the group of 
your most important customers. 
Please tick one of the boxes on the scale from 
‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. We are confident with these customers’ ability to 
fulfil our agreements. 
       
15. We have unambiguous contracts with these 
customers, which regulate our business 
relationships. 
       
16. We prefer to have everything spelled out in detail 
in our contracts with these customers. 
       
17. We are confident that these customers are 
competent at what they are doing. 
       
18. The performance of these customers always meets 
our expectations. 
       
19. We have faith in these customers’ ability to fulfil 
their promises. 
       
20. These customers have always been fair in their        
Part 2: We will now provide you with a list of statements, which are about your strategic 
business unit and its business relationships with the group of your most important 
business customers. In thinking of your company’s most important customer 
relationships, please tell us your level of agreement with these statements.  
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negotiation with us 
21. These customers do not use opportunities that 
arise to profit at our expense.  
       
22. Based on past experience, we can with complete 
confidence rely on these customers to keep 
promises made to us.  
       
23. We are hesitant to transact with these customers 
when the specifications are vague.  
       
24. These customers are trustworthy.         
25. It would be difficult for us to replace these 
customers. 
       
26. If for some reason, our relationships with these 
customers end, such a loss would significantly 
damage our reputation in this market. 
       
27. If for some reason, our relationships with these 
customers end, such a loss would negatively affect 
the service our customers have come to expect in 
this area. 
       
28. These customers are crucial to our business.        
29. If our relationships were discontinued, we would 
have difficulty replacing these customers. 
       
30. Our firm would suffer greatly if we lost these 
customers. 
       
31. There are other customers that could buy a 
comparable amount of products/services from us.  
       
32. We want to continue the relationships with these 
customers as both parties are on friendly terms. 
       
33. Even if we could, we would not drop these 
customers because we like being associated with 
them. 
       
34. We want to remain a member of these customers‘ 
networks because we genuinely enjoy our 
relationships with them. 
       
35. Our positive feelings towards these customers are 
a major reason we continue working with them. 
       
36. We intend to continue the relationships with these 
customers, as we personally like their 
representatives. 
       
37. We dedicate whatever people and resources it 
takes to do business with these customers.  
       
38. We do all we can not to threaten the relationships 
with these customers. 
       
39. We take a lot of time and effort to maintain the 
relationships with these customers.  
       
40. Our firm puts considerable investment into the 
business we do with these customers. 
       
41. We endeavour to strengthen our ties with these 
customers during the course of our relationships 
with them.  
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42. We have made significant investments dedicated 
to these relationships.  
       
43. We have made several adjustments to adapt to 
these customers’ technological norms and 
standards. 
       
44. Our systems and processes can easily be adjusted 
to a new relationship. 
       
45. If these relationships were to end, we would be 
wasting a lot of knowledge that's tailored to these 
relationships.  
       
46. If we were to switch to a competitive customer, 
we would lose a lot of the investments made in the 
present relationships. 
       
47. We have invested a great deal in building up our 
joint businesses with this group of customers. 
       
48. Overall, our relationships with these customers 
suggest that we have mutually beneficial 
relationships. 
       
49. Overall, our relationships with these customers 
suggest that we can work together well in these 
businesses. 
       
50. Overall, our relationships with these customers 
suggest that we describe our relationships as 
cooperative. 
       
51. No matter who is at fault, problems are joint 
responsibilities. 
       
52. Both sides are concerned about the other's 
profitability.  
       
53. Both sides will not take advantage of a strong 
bargaining position. 
       
54. Both sides are willing to make cooperative 
changes. 
       
55. We do not mind owing each other favors        
56. Communications between both parties are prompt 
and timely. 
       
57. Communications between both parties are 
complete. 
       
58. The channels of communication between both 
parties are well understood. 
       
59. Communications between both parties are 
accurate. 
       
60. In these relationships, it is expected that any 
information that might help the other parties will 
be provided to them. 
       
61. Exchange of information in these relationships 
take place frequently and informally, and not only 
according to a pre-specified agreement. 
       
62. It is expected that the parties will provide 
proprietary information if it can help the other 
parties. 
       
63. It is expected that we keep each other informed        
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about events or changes that may affect the other 
party. 
64. The relationships with these customers have 
resulted in lower marketing and sale costs.  
       
65. Flexibility to handle unforeseen fluctuations in 
demand has been improved because of these 
relationships. 
       
66. The relationships with these customers have 
resulted in better products/services quality.  
       
67. Synergies in joint logistics efforts have been 
achieved because of these relationships. 
       
68. These relationships have a positive effect on our 
ability to develop successful new 
products/services. 
       
69. Investments of resources in these relationships, 
such as time and money, have paid off very well.  
       
70. These relationships help us to detect changes in 
end-user needs and preferences before our 
competitors do.  
       
71. When I think of the main objective of the 
portfolio of our most important 
relationships, what describes it best is … 
 
a. To make as much money as possible        
b. Whilst making money is important, we also 
focus on gaining access to a new /large 
market 
       
c. Whilst making money is important, it is also 
about utilizing our products/services 
capacity 
       
d. Whilst making money is important, it is also 
about gaining intellectual property/skills 
       
e. Whilst making money is important, it is also 
about gaining credibility in the market place 
through having reference sales 
       
1 = Strongly disagree;  
4= Neither agree nor disagree;  
7 = Strongly agree 
Section 3: In this section, we are interested in 
perceptions of your company’s strategy. To 
what extent do you disagree or agree with the 
following statements in reference to your firm?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
72. In comparison to our competitors, the 
products/services we provide our customers are 
more innovative and continually changing. 
       
73. In contrast to our competitors, my organization 
has an image in the marketplace as a firm with a 
reputation for being innovative and creative. 
       
74. Our firm spends significant amounts of time 
continuously monitoring the marketplace for 
changes and trends. 
       
75. In comparison to our competitors, the increases or 
losses in demand, which we have experienced, are 
due most probably to our practice of aggressively 
entering new markets with new types of 
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products/services. 
76. One of our firm's key goals relative to its 
competitors is availability of the people, resources 
and equipment required to develop new 
products/services and markets. 
       
77. In contrast to our competitors, our managerial 
employees exhibit competencies (skills) that are 
broad, entrepreneurial, diverse, and flexible-
enabling change to be created. 
       
78. The one thing that protects our organization from 
its competitors is that we are able to consistently 
develop new products/services and new markets. 
       
79. Our management staff concentrates on developing 
new products /services, new markets, and new 
market segments more than many of our 
competitors. 
       
80. In contrast to many competitors, our organization 
identifies marketplace trends and opportunities that 
can result in products /services offerings new to the 
industry or able to reach new markets. 
       
81. In comparison to our competitors, the structure of 
my organization is products/services or market 
oriented. 
       
82. Unlike our competitors, procedures within our 
strategic business unit to evaluate performance 
are decentralized and participatory, encouraging 
many strategic business unit members to be 
involved. 
       
1 = Not very well;  
4 = Fair;  
7 = Very well 
Section4: Statements of this section are in 
reference to your firm. Please tick one of the boxes 
on the scale from ‘not very well’ to ‘very well’. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
83. How well has your firm achieved its goals in terms 
of market share growth?  
       
84. How well has your firm achieved its goals in terms 
of sales growth?  
       
85. How well has your firm achieved its goals in terms 
of market position? 
       
86. Over the past year, how well has your business 
met overall performance expectation? 
       
87. Over the past year, how well the overall 
performance of your business has exceeded that of 
your major competitors? 
       
88. How well top management was satisfied with the 
overall performance of the business last year? 
       
89. What is the overall quality of your business 
relationships with these customers?  
       
90. Our personal working relationships with these 
customers are satisfactory. 
       
91. How knowledgeable would you say you are 
regarding the business relationships of your 
strategic business unit with these customers?  
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92. Which of these five paragraphs best describes your strategic business 
unit in the context of your most important business customers? Please 
tick the relevant box. 
 Our strategic business unit attempts to make as much money as possible from our 
most important relationships, and as such they are highly profitable. Due to the 
volume of the business that they do with us, they bring us a significant amount of 
money, and we cannot afford to lose them 
 Whilst making money from our most important business relationships is extremely 
important, we are also looking to gain access to a new /large market. We might not 
make a lot of money out of our most important business relationships, but these 
relationships are vastly most important to us because we can get access to other 
highly profitable markets through them.  
 Whilst making money from our most important business relationships is extremely 
important, we are also looking to utilize our products/services capacity. In fact 
utilizing our capacity is the reason to choose a particular relationship as our most 
important relationship.  
 Whilst making money from our most important business relationships is extremely 
important, we are also looking to gain intellectual property/skills. These skills are 
highly important to us and can be understood as a set of technologies and/or 
knowledge that our strategic business unit is trying to posses through these 
relationships.  
 Whilst making money from our most important business relationships is extremely 
important, we are also looking to use them as a reference sale in order to gain 
credibility in the market place. We might not make a lot of money out of them, but 
having these customers is an important asset for us, and we will continue doing 
business with them, hoping for profit in the future that comes from the reputation of 
these customers. 
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93. Which of these three paragraphs best describes your strategic business 
unit in the context of your most important business customers? Please 
tick the relevant box. 
 Our most important business relationships are built with the strategic intent to 
develop new resources and capabilities and to explore new opportunities. Envisioned 
outcomes and paybacks are distant in time and generally exhibit higher uncertainty. 
Our most important business relationships aim to actively shape the environment 
according to the firm’s strategic interests. In light of that, our most important 
business relationships are used to jointly develop new technologies and to 
fundamentally improve product lines and service offerings to meet changing 
customer needs 
  Our most important business relationships aim to reactively adapt to unfolding 
environmental dynamics through broadening the resource base and increasing 
strategic flexibility. This is done by exploring new opportunities without making high 
and irreversible investments. We typically establish several ‘low- cost probes into the 
future’ using different relationships, and make selective follow-up investments 
depending on the development of important environmental characteristics. This aims 
to increase strategic flexibility or to overcome high technological uncertainty.  
 Our most important business relationships are aimed to commercialize existing 
resources and capabilities. Therefore they stabilize the environment and help refine 
and leverage the built-up resources to achieve a sustained and efficient exploitation 
of established competitive advantages through long-term contracts with customers 
and suppliers, or the use of partners to open up new distribution and sales channels 
for established products/services. 
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94. Which of these three paragraphs best describes your company? Please 
tick the relevant box. 
 This business unit typically operates within a broad products/services-market domain 
that undergoes periodic redefinition. The business unit values being "first in" in new 
products/services and market areas even if not all these efforts prove to be highly 
profitable. This organization responds rapidly to early signals concerning areas of 
opportunity, and these responses often lead to a new round of competitive actions. 
However, this business unit may not maintain market strength in all areas it enters.  
 This business unit attempts to maintain a stable, limited line of products or services 
while moving quickly to follow a carefully selected set of the more promising new 
developments in the industry. This organization is seldom "first in" with new products 
and services. However, by carefully monitoring the actions of major competitors in 
areas compatible with its stable products/services-market base, this business unit 
can frequently be "second in" with a more cost-efficient products/services.  
 This business unit attempts to locate and maintain a secure niche in a relatively stable 
products or services area. The business unit tends to offer a more limited range of 
products or services than competitors, and it tries to protect its domain by offering 
higher quality, superior service, lower prices, and so forth. Often, this business unit is 
not at the forefront of developments in the industry. It tends to ignore industry 
changes that have no direct influence on current areas of operation and concentrates 
instead on doing the best job possible in a limited area. 
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95. What is your job position? 
  
96. For approximately how many years have you been working for this company?        
 ………. years. 
97. How many years of marketing/customer management experience do you have?             
………. years. 
 
 
 
 
Email address: 
  
Part 3: In order to fully understand your answers and the strategic business unit in 
which you work, it is helpful to have some personal information. 
Please fill in the blank spaces or tick the appropriate boxes. 
Thank you very much for your participation in this survey. Again, we would like to 
assure you that all your questions will be dealt with anonymously.  
If you would like to receive some aggregated feedback and a summary of the results 
of this study, please provide your emails address in the field below. This email 
address will not be stored together with your answers to ensure total anonymity. 
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Appendix E: Final questionnaire 
Understanding Business Relationships in the Professional Service 
Industry 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
Many thanks for agreeing to participate in our research project. 
Focusing particularly on business to business marketing, this project 
investigates the business relationships between a strategic business unit 
and its group of most important Business customers. It is undertaken by 
Manchester Business School, the University of Manchester, United Kingdom.  
 Please note that this study is for research purposes only, and all your answers 
will be treated as strictly confidential, i.e. we will not provide any other 
organisation with your information. However, we will provide you with 
aggregated feedback and an executive summary after we have analysed the 
data. 
We fully understand the demands on your time and we are very thankful for 
your help with this research project. The questionnaire will take about 20 
minutes to complete. 
 Note: There are no right or wrong answers; it is only your personal opinion on 
this topic that is important to us. The system allows for navigation between 
uncompleted pages to update your responses. Also, you can save your answers 
and exit/re-enter the survey at any time to update your responses. 
If you have any questions or comments about this project, please do not hesitate 
to contact me on +44-795-840-3528 or you can write to me at the following 
address: mIMP@mbs.ac.uk  
Alternatively, should you wish to contact either of my supervisors, their details 
are: 
Professor Peter Naudé (peter.naude@mbs.ac.uk) and Professor Stephan C. 
Henneberg (stephan.henneberg@mbs.ac.uk) 
Thank you very much for your help. 
Sincerely yours, 
------------------------------------ 
Ghasem Zaefarian 
Research Associate          
Manchester Business School  
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1. For approximately how many years has your strategic business unit been doing 
business? (in years)       
………. years. 
2. For approximately how long have you been doing business with your most important 
customers? (in years)    
………. years. 
3. What products or services does your strategic business unit mainly supply to your most 
important customers? 
  
4. What is the estimated turnover of your strategic business unit over the past year? 
 Under $100,000 
 $100,001 - $500,000  
 $500,001 - $5,000,000 
 $5,000,001 - $50million 
 Over $50million 
5. What is the estimated percentage of total sales revenue your strategic business unit 
made from sales to your most important customers? 
………. %.  
6. What is the estimated number of employees working for your strategic business unit 
over the past year? 
 Less than 100 
 100-500 
 501-1000 
 1001-5000 
 More than 5000 
Note: In this questionnaire, we would like you to consider your group of most important 
business customers. By this we mean that group of customers that are most crucial to the 
strategic business unit withing which you work. 
 
Part 1: This part includes some general questions about your company. Please fill in the 
blank spaces or tick the appropriate boxes. 
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1 = Strongly disagree;  
4= Neither agree nor disagree;  
7 = Strongly agree 
Section 1: Statements in this section are with regard to 
people you interact with from the group of your 
most important business customers.  
Please tick one of the boxes on the scale from ‘strongly 
disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. My contact persons have always been fair in 
negotiations with me. 
       
8. I know how my contact persons are going to act. 
They can always be counted on to act as I expect. 
       
9. My contact persons are trustworthy.        
10. I have faith in my contact persons to look out for 
my interests even when it is costly to do so. 
       
11. I would feel a sense of betrayal if my contact 
persons’ performance were below my 
expectations. 
       
12. Though circumstances change, I believe that my 
contact persons will be ready and willing to offer 
me assistance and support.  
       
13. When making important decisions, my contact 
persons are concerned about my welfare. 
       
1 = Strongly disagree;  
4= Neither agree nor disagree;  
7 = Strongly agree 
Section 2: In this section, we would like you to think 
about these statements in the context of your business 
relationships with the group of your most 
important customers. 
Please tick one of the boxes on the scale from ‘strongly 
disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. If for some reason, our relationships with these 
customers end, such a loss would negatively affect 
the service our customers have come to expect in 
this area. 
       
15. We have unambiguous contracts with these 
customers, which regulate our business 
relationships. 
       
16. These customers are trustworthy.        
17. We are confident that these customers are 
competent at what they are doing. 
       
18. The performance of these customers always meets 
our expectations. 
       
19. We have faith in these customers’ ability to fulfil 
their promises. 
       
20. These customers have always been fair in their 
negotiation with us 
       
Part 2: We will now provide you with a list of statements, which are about your strategic 
business unit and its business relationships with the group of your most important 
business customers. In thinking of your company’s most important customer 
relationships, please tell us your level of agreement with these statements.  
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21. These customers do not use opportunities that 
arise to profit at our expense.  
       
22. Based on past experience, we can with complete 
confidence rely on these customers to keep 
promises made to us.  
       
23. We are hesitant to transact with these customers 
when the specifications are vague.  
       
24. We prefer to have everything spelled out in detail 
in our contracts with these customers. 
       
25. It would be difficult for us to replace these 
customers. 
       
26. If for some reason, our relationships with these 
customers end, such a loss would significantly 
damage our reputation in this market. 
       
27. We are confident with these customers’ ability to 
fulfil our agreements. 
       
28. These customers are crucial to our business.        
29. If our relationships were discontinued, we would 
have difficulty replacing these customers. 
       
30. Our firm would suffer greatly if we lost these 
customers. 
       
31. There are other customers that could buy 
comparable amount of products/services from us.  
       
32. We intend to continue the relationships with these 
customers, as we personally like their 
representatives. 
       
33. We want to continue the relationships with these 
customers as both parties are on friendly terms. 
       
34. Even if we could, we would not drop these 
customers because we like being associated with 
them. 
       
35. We want to remain a member of these customers‘ 
networks because we genuinely enjoy our 
relationships with them. 
       
36. We endeavour to strengthen our ties with these 
customers during the course of our relationships 
with them. 
       
37. We dedicate whatever people and resources it 
takes to do business with these customers.  
       
38. We do all we can not to threaten the relationships 
with these customers. 
       
39. Communications between both parties are 
accurate. 
       
40. Our firm puts considerable investment into the 
business we do with these customers. 
       
41. Our positive feelings towards these customers are 
a major reason we continue working with them. 
       
42. We have made significant investments dedicated 
to these relationships.  
       
43. We have made several adjustments to adapt to 
these customers’ technological norms and 
standards. 
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44. These relationships help us to detect changes in 
end-user needs and preferences before our 
competitors do. 
       
45. If these relationships were to end, we would be 
wasting a lot of knowledge that's tailored to these 
relationships.  
       
46. If we were to switch to a competitive customer, we 
would lose a lot of the investments made in the 
present relationships. 
       
47. We have invested a great deal in building up our 
joint businesses with this group of customers. 
       
48. Communications between both parties are prompt 
and timely. 
       
49. Overall, our relationships with these customers 
suggest that we can work together well in these 
businesses. 
       
50. Overall, our relationships with these customers 
suggest that we describe our relationships as 
cooperative. 
       
51. No matter who is at fault, problems are joint 
responsibilities. 
       
52. Both sides are concerned about the other's 
profitability.  
       
53. Both sides will not take advantage of a strong 
bargaining position. 
       
54. Both sides are willing to make cooperative 
changes. 
       
55. We do not mind owing each other favors        
56. Overall, our relationships with these customers 
suggest that we have mutually beneficial 
relationships. 
       
57. Communications between both parties are 
complete. 
       
58. The channels of communication are well 
understood. 
       
59. We take a lot of time and effort to maintain the 
relationships with these customers. 
       
60. In these relationships, it is expected that any 
information that might help the other parties will 
be provided to them. 
       
61. Exchange of information in these relationships 
take place frequently and informally, and not only 
according to a pre-specified agreement. 
       
62. It is expected that the parties will provide 
proprietary information if it can help the other 
parties. 
       
63. It is expected that we keep each other informed 
about events or changes that may affect the other 
party. 
       
64. The relationships with these customers have 
resulted in lower marketing and sale costs.  
       
65. Flexibility to handle unforeseen fluctuations in 
demand has been improved because of these 
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relationships. 
66. The relationships with these customers have 
resulted in better products/services quality.  
       
67. Synergies in joint logistics efforts have been 
achieved because of these relationships. 
       
68. These relationships have a positive effect on our 
ability to develop successful new 
products/services. 
       
69. In these relationships, resource investment such 
as time and money, have paid off very well.  
       
70. Our systems and processes can easily be adjusted 
to a new relationship. 
       
71. The main objective of the portfolio of our most 
important relationships can be described as: 
 
To make as much money as possible        
Whilst making money is important, we also focus on 
gaining access to a new /large market 
       
Whilst making money is important, it is also about 
utilizing our products/services capacity 
       
Whilst making money is important, it is also about 
gaining intellectual property/skills 
       
Whilst making money is important, it is also about 
gaining credibility in the market place through having 
reference sales 
       
1 = Strongly disagree;  
4= Neither agree nor disagree;  
7 = Strongly agree 
Section 3: In this section, we are interested in 
perceptions of your company’s strategy. To what 
extent do you disagree or agree with the following 
statements in reference to your firm?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
72. In comparison to our competitors, the 
products/services we provide our customers are 
more innovative and continually changing. 
       
73. In contrast to our competitors, my organization 
has an image in the marketplace as a firm with a 
reputation for being innovative and creative. 
       
74. Our firm spends significant amounts of time 
continuously monitoring the marketplace for 
changes and trends. 
       
75. In comparison to our competitors, the increases or 
losses in demand, which we have experienced, are 
due most probably to our practice of aggressively 
entering new markets with new types of 
products/services. 
       
76. One of our firm's key goals relative to its 
competitors is availability of the people, resources 
and equipment required to develop new 
products/services and markets. 
       
77. In contrast to our competitors, our managerial 
employees exhibit competencies (skills) that are 
broad, entrepreneurial, diverse, and flexible-
enabling change to be created. 
       
78. The one thing that protects our organization from        
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its competitors is that we are able to consistently 
develop new products/services and new markets. 
79. Our management staff concentrates on developing 
new products /services, new markets, and new 
market segments more than many of our 
competitors. 
       
80. In contrast to many competitors, our organization 
identifies marketplace trends and opportunities 
that can result in products /services offerings new 
to the industry or able to reach new markets. 
       
81. In comparison to our competitors, the structure of 
my organization is products/services or market 
oriented. 
       
82. Unlike our competitors, our company procedures 
to evaluate performance are decentralized and 
participatory, encouraging many company 
members to be involved. 
       
1 = Not very well;  
4 = Fair;  
7 = Very well 
Section4: Statements of this section are in reference 
to your firm. Please tick one of the boxes on the scale 
from ‘not very well’ to ‘very well’. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
83. How well has your firm achieved its goals in terms 
of market share growth?  
       
84. Over the past year, how well has the overall 
performance of your business exceeded that of 
your major competitors? 
       
85. How well has your firm achieved its goals in terms 
of market position? 
       
86. How well has your firm achieved its goals in terms 
of customer satisfaction? 
       
87. How well has your firm achieved its goals in terms 
of delivering value to your customers? 
       
88. Our personal working relationships with these 
customers are satisfactory. 
       
89. How well has your firm achieved its goals in terms 
of retaining valued customers? 
       
90. Over the past year, how well has your business 
met overall performance expectation? 
       
91. How well has your firm achieved its goals in terms 
of sales growth? 
       
92. How well was top management satisfied with the 
overall performance of the business last year? 
       
93. What is the overall quality of your business 
relationships with these customers?  
       
94. How well has your firm achieved its goals in terms 
of delivering what your customers want? 
       
95. How knowledgeable would you say you are 
regarding the business relationships of your 
company with these customers?  
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96. Which of these five paragraphs best describes your company in the 
context of your most important business customers? Please tick the 
relevant box. 
 Our strategic business unit attempts to make as much money as possible from our 
most important relationships, and as such they are highly profitable. Due to the 
volume of the business that they do with us, they bring us a significant amount of 
money, and we cannot afford to lose them. 
 Whilst making money from our most important business relationships is extremely 
important, we are also looking to gain access to a new /large market. We might not 
make a lot of money out of our most important business relationships, but these 
relationships are vastly most important to us because we can get access to other 
highly profitable markets through them. 
 Whilst making money from our most important business relationships is extremely 
important, we are also looking to utilize our products/services capacity. In fact 
utilizing our capacity is the reason to choose a particular relationship as our most 
important relationship. 
 Whilst making money from our most important business relationships is extremely 
important, we are also looking to gain intellectual property/skills. These skills are 
highly important to us and can be understood as a set of technologies and/or 
knowledge that our strategic business unit is trying to posses through these 
relationships.  
 Whilst making money from our most important business relationships is extremely 
important, we are also looking to use them as a reference sale in order to gain 
credibility in the market place. We might not make a lot of money out of them, but 
having these customers is an important asset for us, and we will continue doing 
business with them, hoping for profit in the future that comes from the reputation of 
these customers. 
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97. Which of these three paragraphs best describes your company in the 
context of your most important business customers? Please tick the 
relevant box. 
 Our most important business relationships are built with the strategic intent to 
develop new resources and capabilities and to explore new opportunities. Envisioned 
outcomes and paybacks are distant in time and generally exhibit higher uncertainty. 
Our most important business relationships aim to actively shape the environment 
according to the firm’s strategic interests. In light of that, our most important 
business relationships are used to jointly develop new technologies and to 
fundamentally improve product lines and service offerings to meet changing 
customer needs  
  Our most important business relationships aim to reactively adapt to unfolding 
environmental dynamics through broadening the resource base and increasing 
strategic flexibility. This is done by exploring new opportunities without making high 
and irreversible investments. We typically establish several ‘low- cost probes into the 
future’ using different relationships, and make selective follow-up investments 
depending on the development of important environmental characteristics. This aims 
to increase strategic flexibility or to overcome high technological uncertainty. 
 Our most important business relationships are aimed to commercialize existing 
resources and capabilities. Therefore they stabilize the environment and help refine 
and leverage the built-up resources to achieve a sustained and efficient exploitation 
of established competitive advantages through long-term contracts with customers 
and suppliers, or the use of partners to open up new distribution and sales channels 
for established products/services. 
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98. Which of these three paragraphs best describes your company? Please 
tick the relevant box. 
 
 This business unit typically operates within a broad products/services-market domain 
that undergoes periodic redefinition. The business unit values being "first to market" 
in new products/services and market areas even if not all these efforts prove to be 
highly profitable. This organization responds rapidly to early signals concerning 
areas of opportunity, and these responses often lead to a new round of competitive 
actions. However, this business unit may not maintain market strength in all areas it 
enters. 
 This business unit attempts to maintain a stable, limited line of products or services 
while moving quickly to follow a carefully selected set of the more promising new 
developments in the industry. This organization is seldom "first to market" with new 
products and services. However, by carefully monitoring the actions of major 
competitors in areas compatible with its stable products/services-market base, this 
business unit can frequently be "second to market" with a more cost-efficient 
products/services. 
 This business unit attempts to locate and maintain a secure niche in a relatively stable 
market area. The business unit tends to offer a more limited range of products or 
services than competitors, and it tries to protect its domain by offering higher quality, 
superior service, lower prices, and so forth. Often, this business unit is not at the 
forefront of developments in the industry. It tends to ignore industry changes that 
have no direct influence on current areas of operation and concentrates instead on 
doing the best job possible in a limited area. 
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99. What is your job position? 
  
100. For approximately how many years have you been working for this strategic 
business unit?     
 ………. years. 
101. How many years of marketing/customer management experience do you have?       
……….  years. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Send me aggregate feedback 
 
 
 
 
Part 3: In order to fully understand your answers and the company in which you 
work, it is helpful to have some personal information. 
Please fill in the blank spaces or tick the appropriate boxes. 
Thank you very much for your participation in this survey. Again, we would like to 
assure you that all your questions will be dealt with anonymously.  
If you would like to receive some aggregated feedback and a summary of the results 
of this study, please tick the box. (Optional) 
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Appendix F: Screening questions  
 
Which sector is your strategic business unit working in?  
o Manufacturing 
o Services 
How do you describe the majority of your customers? 
o End consumers 
o Other businesses or organisations 
o Both 
How knowledgeable do you think you are in regard to the relationships 
that your strategic business unit has with its main business customers?  
 
Not very well 
1 
  Fair 
4 
  Very well 
7 
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Appendix G: LISREL syntax for CFA model 
 
!CFA 
DA NI=104 NO=658 MA=CM 
CM FI=covarian 
LA FI=label.txt 
SE 
IPT1 IPT2 IPT3 IPT4 IPT6 IPT7  
IOT1 IOT2 IOT3 IOT5  
Dep1 Dep2 Dep3 Dep4 Dep5 Dep6  
AC1 AC2 AC3 AC4 AC5  
BC1 BC2 BC3 BC4 BC5  
Coop1 Coop2 Coop3 Coop5 Coop6 Coop7 Coop8  
Inf1 Inf2 Inf3 Inf4 Inf5 Inf6 Inf8  
RSI1 RSI2 RSI3 RSI4 RSI5 RSI6  
RP1 RP2 RP3 RP4 RP5 RP6 RP7  
BS1 BS2 BS3 BS4 BS5 BS6 BS7 BS8 BS9 BS10 BS11  
ME1 ME2 ME3  
FOP1 FOP2 FOP3  
CS1 CS2 CS3 CS4/ 
MO NK=13 NX=74 LX=FU,FI TD=SY PH=ST 
LK 
Trust Relianc Depend Affect Behav Cooper Inform RSInv Relper Strat Mareffe 
Overal Customer 
PA LX 
6  (1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0)   
4  (0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0) 
6  (0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0) 
5  (0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0) 
5  (0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0) 
7  (0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0) 
7  (0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0) 
6  (0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0) 
7  (0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0) 
11(0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0) 
3  (0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0) 
3  (0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0) 
4  (0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1) 
 
Path diagram 
OU SC MI RS AD=OFF 
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Appendix H: Letter to Professors Miles and Snow 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20th October 2010 
 
Emeritus Professor Raymond E. Miles 
Haas School of Business Administration 
University of California 
2220 Piedmont Avenue 
Berkeley, CA 94720,  
United States of America 
 
 
Dear Professor Miles  
 
Understanding Business Relationships by Strategy Type 
Please may we beg just three minutes of your time? 
We are three academics at Manchester Business School in the United Kingdom 
undertaking research into business-to-business marketing. One of our current 
research projects revolves around developing our understanding of how the 
different ways in which companies manage relationships with their most 
important group of customers depends upon their adopted strategy. We are 
using the typology developed by yourself and Professor Snow to categorize the 
latter, and will be using Configuration Theory to analyze the results. We are 
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targeting either the Journal of Marketing or the Journal of the Academy of 
Marketing Science as outlets for this work. 
 
We are writing to yourself, and independently to Professor Snow, in order to 
request your views on how you think a number of factors reflecting relationship 
management might vary according to the strategy type adopted by a firm. In 
doing this, we are following an approach similar to that used by Hult, Ketchen, 
Cavusgil and Calantone in their 2006 Journal of Operations Management article.  
Could we ask you to consider the three distinctive business strategy 
descriptions overleaf, and then to indicate for each of them what you think is 
the ideal extent of eight identified relationship characteristics.  
There are two ways in which you might complete the questionnaire. The first is 
simply to use the one enclosed, for which we also provide a pre-paid envelope 
for your use. Alternatively, we have set up a questionnaire online. To use this, 
simply log on to http://mbs.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_8cB1Ngb1I1mJSiU. 
Obviously our study is for research purposes only, and we will not identify 
either your or Professor Snow’s individual answers in any way, but only report 
the average scores. 
We fully understand the competing demands on your time, and we are very 
thankful for your help with this research project. The questionnaire will take no 
more than 3 minutes to complete. 
 If you have any questions or comments about this project, please do not 
hesitate to contact me on +44-161-275 7782 or you can write to me at the 
following address: Peter.Naude@mbs.ac.uk. 
 
 
Sincerely yours, 
  
 
------------------------  ------------------------  ------------------------- 
Peter Naudé   Stephan C. Henneberg Ghasem Zaefarian 
Professor Marketing  Professor of Marketing Research Associate 
Deputy Director, MBS Head of Marketing Group  
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Business Strategy 1: This business unit typically operates within a broad 
products/services-market domain that undergoes periodic redefinition. The 
business unit values being "first in" in new products/services and market areas even 
if not all these efforts prove to be highly profitable. This organization responds 
rapidly to early signals concerning areas of opportunity, and these responses often 
lead to a new round of competitive actions. However, this business unit may not 
maintain market strength in all areas it enters. (i.e. Prospector Strategy) 
 
1 = not very high;  
4= medium;  
7 = very high 
After having read the description of this business 
strategy, please indicate on the scale below the ideal 
value of these relationship characteristics with 
regard to optimizing relationship performance 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Interpersonal trust between individuals in the 
selling company and their business customers 
       
2. Organizational trust between the selling company 
and their business customers 
       
3. Affective commitment to the relationship with 
business customers 
       
4. Behavioral commitment to the relationship with 
business customers 
       
5. Relationship specific investments in the relationship 
with business customers 
       
6. Cooperation between the selling company and their 
business customers 
       
7. Information sharing between the selling company 
their business customers 
       
8. The level of Dependency of the selling company on 
the business customers 
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Business Strategy 2: This business unit attempts to maintain a stable, limited line 
of products or services while moving quickly to follow a carefully selected set of the 
more promising new developments in the industry. This organization is seldom 
"first in" with new products and services. However, by carefully monitoring the 
actions of major competitors in areas compatible with its stable products/services-
market base, this business unit can frequently be "second in" with a more cost-
efficient products/services. (i.e. Analyser Strategy) 
 
1 = not very high;  
4= medium;  
7 = very high 
After having read the description of this business 
strategy, please indicate on the scale below the ideal 
value of these relationship characteristics with 
regard to optimizing relationship performance 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. Interpersonal trust between individuals in the 
selling company and their business customers 
       
10. Organizational trust between the selling company 
and their business customers 
       
11. Affective commitment to the relationship with 
business customers 
       
12. Behavioral commitment to the relationship with 
business customers 
       
13. Relationship specific investments in the relationship 
with business customers 
       
14. Cooperation between the selling company and their 
business customers 
       
15. Information sharing between the selling company 
their business customers 
       
16. The level of Dependency of the selling company on 
the business customers 
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Business Strategy 3: This business unit attempts to locate and maintain a secure 
niche in a relatively stable products or services area. The business unit tends to offer a 
more limited range of products or services than competitors, and it tries to protect its 
domain by offering higher quality, superior service, lower prices, and so forth. Often, this 
business unit is not at the forefront of developments in the industry. It tends to ignore 
industry changes that have no direct influence on current areas of operation and 
concentrates instead on doing the best job possible in a limited area. (i.e. Defender 
Strategy) 
 
1 = not very high;  
4= medium;  
7 = very high 
After having read the description of this business 
strategy, please indicate on the scale below the ideal 
value of these relationship characteristics with 
regard to optimizing relationship performance 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. Interpersonal trust between individuals in the 
selling company and their business customers 
       
18. Organisational trust between the selling company 
and their business customers 
       
19. Affective commitment to the relationship with 
business customers 
       
20. Behavioral commitment to the relationship with 
business customers 
       
21. Relationship specific investments in the relationship 
with business customers 
       
22. Cooperation between the selling company and their 
business customers 
       
23. Information sharing between the selling company 
their business customers 
       
24. The level of Dependency of the selling company on 
the business customers 
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